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I Introduction

A. Background

County Code Section 50-35(k) (the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance or
APFQ) directs the Montgomery County Planning Board to approve preliminary

plans of subdivision only after finding that public facilities will be adequate to
gserve the subdivigsion. This involves nrnrlmhng future travel demand from

VALY  AFlanswas ¥ asSatsin. = 4ae3 ALAVRAAVLE praTReileuais

private development and comparing it to the capacity of ex1st1ng and
programmed public transportation facilities.

In accordance with the FY 2003-05 Annual Growth Policy adopted by the
County Council on October 28, 2003, subdivision applications are subject to only
one transportation test called the Local Area Transportation Review (LATR).

B. Policy Areas

The County is divided into separate traffic zones, which are grouped into policy
areas (Map 1). The congestion standards established by the County Couneil and
adopted in these Guidelines are set by policy areas (see Table 1). However, in
accordance with the adopted Annual Growth Policy for adequacy of public
transportation facilities related to preliminary and project plan applications and
all other reg"aiawry actions (ie., auuiug, iuauuubory reierrai, and SpECJ.uL
exception) filed after July 1, 2004, the Planning Board will not be required to
determine if sufficient residential or non-residential capacity exists within the

policy area in which a property is located.

C. Loaal Area Transportation Review

The Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines adonted bv the Planninge

i LAC L.OC £Ri TR FLALGLUN Vel ol WiieCloritbo QUUPLOU Uy il D iallilllig

Board are to be used by applicants in the preparation of reports to the Planning
Board to determine the requirement for and the scope of a traffic study or
review prepared by an applicant for subdivision and mandatory referral cases
brought before the Planning Board.

The LATR Guidelines are also recognized as the standard to be used by
applicants in the preparation of reports to the Board of Appeals and the
Hearing Examiner for special exception and zoning cases brought before these
bodies. ,

M-NCPPC Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines Page 1
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The intent of the Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines is to establish
criteria for determining if development can or cannot proceed. Pursuant to the
adopted Annual Growth Policy, the Planning Board must not approve a subdivision
if it finds that an unacceptable weekday peak-hour level of congestion will result
after taking into account existing roads, programmed roads, available or
programmed mass transportation and physical improvements or trip m1t1gat1on
measures to be provided by the applicant. If the subdivision will affect a nearby’
intersection for which congestion is already unacceptable, then the subdivision may
only be approved if it does not make the situation worse

Table 1: Local Area Transportation Review Intersection Congestion
Standards by Policy Area

{As of July 2004)
Congestion
{Critical Lane Policy Area
Volume) Standards

1400 Rural Areas
Clarksburg Germantown West

1450 Damascus Germantown East
Gaithersburg City Montgomery Village/Airpark
Germantown Town Center’
Cloverly Olney

1475 Derwood Potomac
North Potomac R&D Village
Aspen Hill . .

1500 Fairland/White Oak Rockville City

1550 North Bethesda
Bethesda/Chevy Chase . .

1600 Kensington/Wheaton Sli.ver Spring/Takoma Park
Bethesda CBD . .
Friendship Heights CBD  Suver Spring CBD

1800 Glenmont Twinbrook
Grosvenor Wheaton CBD

White Flint

Shady Grove

In situations where an unacceptable peak-hour level of congestion will exist, the .
applicant, in consultation with Transportation Planning staff, the Montgomery
County Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) and/or the
Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA), should use these procedures to
develop recommendations for specific intersection improvements, or pedestrian,
bicycle or transit enhancements that would mitigate the transportation impact of
the development in these areas of local congestion so that the Planning Board or

! See Section IIB1, page 12

M-NCPPC Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines Page 3



another elected or appointed body could consider granting approval. The procedures
outlined in the LATR Guidelines are intended to provide a near-term “snapshot in
time” of estimated future traffic conditions and to present a reasonable estimate of

traffic conditions at the time of development.

Page 4 Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines M-NCPPC



II. Criteria for Screening Cases for Local Area
Transportation Review

Applicants will be required in most instances to submit a traffic statement with the
development application concerning the need for a Local Area Transportation
Review (LATR). Transportation Planning staff will use the following criteria to
determine whether and when the applicant needs to submit a traffic study.

In cases where an LATR is required (see II.A below), a traffic study must be filed as
a part of the development submittal. Transportation Planning staff will review the
traffic statement and/or traffic study. If Transportation Planning staff determines,
by reviewing the traffic statement, that a traffic study is necessary, but one was not
submitted with the filed application, the application will not be considered complete
until a traffic study is submitted and found to be complete. Figure 1 is an example
of a checklist used by staff for determining the completeness of a traffic study. Any

modifications in the analy31s identified by Transportation Planning staff's review
are the responsibility of the applicant, after appropriate oral and/or written notice
of the issues identified or change(s) required As long as a traffic study is
determined to be Cﬁi‘npu’éw, staff will consider the date of recmpb as the COi"ﬂpleuun
date. Once a traffic study has been found to be complete, staff will notify the
applicant in writing within two weeks and, by copy of that letter, inform

representatives of nearby community and/or business groups or associations.

Staff will determine the acceptability of the conclusions and recommendations of a
traffic study in consultation with the applicant, DPWT, SHA, and community
representatives as part of the review process in preparation for a public hearing.

A. Significantly Sized Project

1ne PI'DPOSEQ. QEVEIOPmGDE must De OI SUIHCIBHB SlZE to nave a measural)le tranlc
impact on a specific local area to be considered in a local area transportation review.
Measurable traffic impact is defined as a development that generates 30 or more
total (i.e., existing, new, pass-by and diverted) weekday trips during the peak hour
of the morning (6:30 a.m. to 9:30 a.m.) and/or evening (4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) peak
period of adjacent roadway traffic.

M-NCPPC Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines Page 5



Figure 1: Check List for Determining the Completeness of Traffic Studies

Development Na

e:

Development Number:

0 Stage of Development Approval:
(zoning, special exception, subdivision, mandatory referral)

Are the intersections counted for the traffic study acceptable?

g o

Are the traffic counts current; i.e., within one year of date of study?

Were any traffic counts taken on or near holidays?
Are there any “bad” traffic counts? (Compare to other recent counts.)
Are peak hours and lane-use configurations on each intersection approach correct?

Is assumed background development correct?

O 0 o0Oon

Do the improvements associated with the development mitigate site traffic and are
they feasible? (Applicant should check feasibility of improvements with DPWT
and/or SHA staff. Applicant should check the availability of right-of-way if needed
for the improvements.)

O Are pending/concurrent plans that have been filed in accordance with the LATR
Guidelines included in “background development™?

Is the amount of each background development used in the traffic study acceptable,
based on the stage of development approval?

O

O Are the trip generation rates used in the traffic study acceptable?

|

3
a

A 0L Aiviart
r % new, Yo divert

Are t
O Is trip distribution/assignment assumed in the traffic study acceptable?
Office Residential

Other Retail

Were the correct lane use factors used?

Are the critical lane volumes calculated correctly?

Are the congestion standards identified correctly?

Is a complete Pedestrian Impact Statement included as part of the traffic study?

OO0 a0 o o

War
vy i

L]
&0

ubmitted in the accepied standard digiial format?
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The following criteria shall be used to determine if a proposed development will

generate 30 or more weekd ayp k hQJ_

DYiATA Qv v Wi LaaUa T VY DOASAR Y

("‘

rips:

la.For office or residential development, all peak-hour trips are to be counted
even if, as part of the analysis, some of the trips will be classified as
pass-by trips or trips diverted to the site from existing traffic.

1b.For retail development, pass-by trips need not be counted in determining
the number of trips generated, but will be used for designing site access
and circulation.

2. All land at one location within the County, including existing development
on a parcel that is being modified or expanded or land available for
development under common ownership or control by an applicant,
including that land owned or controlled by separate corporations in which
any stockholder (or family of the stockholder) owns ten percent or more of
the stock, shall be included. Staff shall exercise their professional
judgment in consultation with the applicant in determining the
appropriate land area to consider.

For any subdivision that would generate 30-49 Weekday peak-hour vehicle trips, the
nanning DUd.J'.U., after i'E‘:CEiVlIig a txaﬂlb buuu_y must u:quut: that either all LATR
requirements are met or the applicant must make an additional payment equal to
50% of the applicable transportation impact tax before it receives any building

.permit in the subdivision.

In certain circumstances, Transportation Planning staff may, in consultation with
the applicant, require analysis of traffic conditions during a different three-hour
weekday peak period; e.g., 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. or 3:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m., to reflect
the location or trip-generation characteristics of the site, existing conditions or
background development as generators of traffic.

1. For all land uses in the Silver Spring, Bethesda, or Friendship Heights
CBD Policy Areas, use the trip generation rates in Appendix C, Tables C-1
or C-2.

2. For all other land uses in parts of the county not included in 1. above:

a. For general office, general retail, residential, fast food restaurant,
private school, child day-care center, automobile filling station,
senior/elderly housing, or mini-warehouse, use the formulas provided
in Appendix A and the tables provided in Appendix B.

M-NCPPC Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines Page 7



b. For other land uses, use the latest edition of the Trip Generation
Report published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).

For some land uses of a specialized nature, appropriate published trip-generation
rates may not be available. In such cases, Transportation Planning staff may
request that determination of rates for these land uses be a part of the traffic study.
If special rates are to be used, Transportation Planning staff must approve them
prior to submission of the traffic study.

An applicant shall not avoid the intent of this requirement by submitting piecemeal
applications or approval requests for zoning, subdivision, special exception,
mandatory referral, or building permits. However, an applicant may submit a
preliminary plan of subdivision for approval for less than 30 peak-hour trips at any
one time provided the applicant agrees in writing that, upon the filing of future
applications, the applicant will comply with the requirements of the LATR
Guidelines when the total number of site-generated peak-hour vehicle trips at one
location has reached 30 or more. Then, a traffic study will be required to evaluate
the impact of the total number of site-generated trips in accordance with the LATR
Guidelines.

Transportation Planning staff may elect to waive these criteria if the development
results in no net increase in weekday peak-hour trips.

B. Congestion Standards

Critical lane volume (CLV) standards for intersections that were adopted for each
policy area in the most-recently adopted Annual Growth Policy are shown in
Table 1. Transportation Planning staff maintains an inventory of intersection traffic
data based upon traffic counts collected by the Montgomery County Department of
Public Works and Transportation (DPWT), the Maryland State Highway
Administration (SHA), and private traffic consultants for purposes of providing
applicants with a preliminary assessment of conditions in the vicinity of the
proposed development.

C. Exceptions to the General Guidelines

There are several policy areas where there are exceptions or additions to the
general Local Area Transportation Review process:

1. In the Potomac Policy Area, only developments that Transportation
Planning staff consider will impact any of the following intersections will
be subject to Local Area Transportation Review: a) Montrose Road and
Seven Locks Road, b) Democracy Boulevard and Seven Locks Road, c)
Tuckerman Lane and Seven Locks Road, d) Bradley Boulevard and Seven

Page 8 Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines M-NCPPC



2a.

2b.

3.

Locks Road, e) Democracy Boulevard and Westlake Drive, ) Westlake

Drive and Westlake Terrace, g) Westlake Drive and Tuckerman Lane, h)
River Road and Bradlev Boulevard, 1) River Road and Pinev Meetinghouse

i AWK Qalld DAIGRAAT) VLAV alis, SRV WG 2282 2 AR ST A igAiRs

Road, and j) River Road and Seven Locks Road. No other intersections are
to be studied.

The following policy areas have been designated Metro Station Policy
Areas in the most-recently adopted AGP: Bethesda CBD, Friendship
Heights CBD, Glenmont, Grosvenor, Shady Grove, Silver Spring CBD,
Twinbrook, Wheaton CBD, and White Flint. This designation means that
the congestion standard equals a critical lane volume of 1800 (see Table 1)
and that development within the area is eligible for the AGP’s Alternative
Review Procedure for Metro Station Policy Areas (see Appendix D). This
procedure allows a developer to meet LATR requirements by 1) agreeing
in a contract with the Planning Board and the County Department of
Public Works and Transportation to make a payment as designated in the
AGP, 2) participating in and supporting a Transportation Management
Organization (TMO) if and when one exists 3) mitigating 50% of their
total weekday morning and evening peak-hour trips, and 4) conducting a
traffic study to identify intersection improvements and/or trip mitigation
measures that would have been required. Both residential and non-

o als ml—.T Frm +ha mrenandriea

d:n] maninndos am
L alc Ul.ls D1€ 10T thie PLULCULL .

=P P
residen bldl PLUJCL

Development in the above-mentioned Metro Station Policy Areas will be
reviewed in accordance with Section V of these guidelines. These
procedures provide specific criteria to satisfy the general guidelines
included in the adopted Annual Growth Policy (AGP).

Area-specific trip-generation rates have been developed for the Bethesda,
Friendship Heights, and Silver Spring CBDs. (See Appendix C.)

M-NCPPC
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III. Metﬁocf and Preparation of Local Area
Transportation Review Traffic Study

A. General Criteria and Analytical Techniques

The following general criteria and analytical techniques are to be used by
applicants for subdivision, zoning, special exceptions, and mandatory referrals in
Submlttlng information and data to demonstrate the expected impact on
intersections of public roadways by the vehicle trips generated by the proposed
development In addition to the consideration of ex1st1ng traffic associated with
current development, applicants shall include in the analysis potential traffic that

will be generated by their development and other nearby approved but unbuilt
development (i.e., background).

The traffic study for a proposed development under consideration by the Planning
Board or other public body; e.g., the Board of Appeals, the cities of Rockville or
Gaithersburg, must include in background traffic all developments approved and
not yet built and occupied prior to the submission of an application.

Transportation Planning staff may require that applications in the immediate
vicinity of the subject application submitted in accordance with the LATR
" Guidelines and filed simultaneously or within the same time frame be included in
background traffic, even if the Planning Board has not approved them. If an
application is approved after a traffic study has been submitted for another project
and both requ1re improvements for the same intersection(s), then the traffic study
for the pending application must be updated to account for the traffic and

improvements from the approved apphcatmn

Information and data on approved but unbuilt developments, ie., background
development, nearby intersections for study, trip distribution and traffic
assignment guidelines, and other required information will be supplied to the
applicant by Transportation Planning staff within 15 working days of receipt of a
written request.

The traffic study should be submitted along with the application or within 15
working days prior to or after the application’s submission date. If a traffic study is
submitted at the same time as the application, the applicant will be notified
concerning the completeness of the traffic study within 15 working days of the
Development Review Committee meeting at which the application is to be
discussed. If not submitted before the Development Review Committee meeting,

M-NCPPC Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines Page 11



Transportation staff has 15 working days after submittal to notify the applicant as
to whether or not the traffic study is complete.

For a trip mitigation program or an intersection improvement to be considered for
more than one application, the program or improvement must provide enough
capacity to allow all the applications participating in the program or improvement
to satisfy the conditions of LATR. An intersection improvement may be used by two
or more developments if construction of the improvement has not been completed
and open to the public. In order to be considered, the program or improvement must
provide sufficient capacity to:

« result in a calculated CLV in the total traffic condition that is less than
the congestion standard for that policy area, or

» mitigate the traffic impact if the calculated CLV in the total traffic
condition exceeds the intersection congestion standard for the applicable
policy area. Mitigation is achieved when the CLV in the total traffic
condition that includes traffic from each contributing development with
the improvement is equal to or less than the CLV in the background
traffic condition without the improvement.

When development is conditioned upon improvements, those improvements must be
bonded, under construction, or under contract for construction prior to the issuance
of building permits for new development. Construction of an improvement by one
applicant does not relieve other applicants who have been conditioned to make the
same improvement of their responsibility to participate in the cost of that
improvement.

If the Planning Board grants an extension to an approved preliminary plan,
Transportation Planning staff will determine if the traffic study needs to be
updated based on the APF validity period, usually three years, originally approved
by the Planning Board. :

B. Scope of Traffic Study

At a meeting or in written correspondence with Transportation Planning staff, the
following aspects of the traffic study will be proposed by the applicant and/or
provided by staff and agreed upon:

1. intersections that are to be included in the traffic study. The number of
intersections to be included will be based upon the trips generated by the
d development under consideration (see Section IL.A. for specific criteria
regarding “land at one location”). As a general guideline, Table 2
indicates the number of significant signalized intersections from the site
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Table 2:

in each direction to be included in the traffic study, based on the
maximum number of weekday peak-hour trips generated by the site,
unless Transportation Planning staff finds that special circumstances
warrant a more limited study. For large projects, i.e., greater than 750
peak-hour site trips, the number of intersections shall reflect likely future
signalized intersections as determined by staff and the applicant.

Signalized Intersections from Site in Each Direction to Be

Included in a Traffic Study

Maximum Weekday Maximum Number of
Peak-Hour Site Trips Signalized
Intersections in Each
Direction
30 - 250 1
250 — 749 2
750 - 1,249 3
1,250 - 1,750 4
>1,750 5

Transportation Planning staff, in cooperation with the applicant, will use
judgment and experience in deciding the significant intersections and-links
to be studied. Interchanges (future) will be afforded special
considerations, including ramps/ftermini being treated as signalized
intersections. The urban areas of the county, including Central Business
Districts and Metrorail Station policy areas, have more closely-spaced
intersections, suggesting that the major intersections be studied.

Transportation Planning staff will consider other factors in reaching a
decision regarding the number of intersections to be included in the traffic
study, such as:

. geographic boundaries; e.g., parks, interstate routes, railroads

+ contiguous land under common ownership

« the type of trip generated; e.g., new, diverted, pass-by

. the functional classification of roadways; e.g., six-lane major highway

2a.approved but unbuilt (i.e., background) development to be included in the

traffic study. As a general guideline, background development to be
included in the traffic study will be in the same geographic area as the
intersections to be studied, as discussed in 1) above. Staging of large
background developments beyond the typical time period for a traffic
study will be considered on a case-by-case basis.

M-NCPPC
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2b. active trip mitigation programs, or physical improvements not

10.

11.

completed, that have been required of other developments included in
background traffic.

the adequacy of . existing turning movement counts and need for
additional data. Generally, traffic counts less than one year old when the
traffic study is submitted are acceptable. Traffic counts should not be
conducted on a Monday or a Friday, during summer months when public
schools are not in session, on federal and/or state and/or county holidays,
on the day before or after federal holidays, during the last two weeks of
December and the first week of January, or when weather or other -
conditions have disrupted normal daily traffic.

factors, e.g., the specific trip pattern of develbpment, to be used to
compute the trip generation of the proposed development and
developments included as background

the directional distribution and assignment of trips generated by the
proposed development and developments included as background, in
accordance with the latest publication of “Trip Distribution and Traffic
Assignment Guidelines” by Transportation Planning staff (see
Appendix E)

mode split assumptions, if the traffic study is to include reductions in
trips generated using vehicle-based trip factors

transportation projects fully funded for construction within four years in
the County’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP), -the State’s
Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP), or any municipal capital
improvements program that are to be included in the analysis, along with
techniques for estimating traffic diversion to major new programmed
facilities.

traffic circulation and/or safety concerns related to site access (generally
applied to public or private facilities with 800 or more seats or which can

otherwise accommodate 800 or more people during an event)

a feasible range of types of traffic engineering improvements or trip
mitigation measures associated with implementing the development

the number, size, and use of buildings or types of residential units on the
site .

queuing analysis, if requiréd (see Section V)

Page 14
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12.

a pedestrian and bicycle impact statement to assure safe and efficient
pedestrian and bicycle access and circulation to and within the site,
including:

a. pedestrian and/or bicycle counts at intersections
b.

existing and/or proposed sidewalks and/or bikeways adjacent to the
site and/or off-site of sufficient width, offset from the curb per county
standards

lead-in sidewalks to the site and connectivity to the local area

existing and/or proposed bus stops, shelters and benches, including -
real time transit information

pedestrian and bicycle accommodations at nearby intersections; e.g.
crosswalks, pedestrian signals, push buttons, median refuges, ADA-
compatible ramps

sufficient bicycle racks and/or lockers on site

recognition of peak pedestrian and/or bicycle activity periods; e.g.,
evenings related to restaurants.

For a zoning case, Transportation Planning staff may initiate a meeting with the
applicant, the Hearing Examiner and interested groups or individuals to establish
the scope of the traffic analysis.

M-NCPPC
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IV. Findings for Inadequate Facilities

The Transportation Planning staff report to the Planning Board will present
findings for each of the categories identified below and make recommendations
relating to the adequacy of the transportation facilities. The Planning Board will
use these findings and recommendations, as well as comments and
recommendations from the public, the Montgomery County Department of Public
Works and Transportation, the Maryland State Highway Administration, and/or
incorporated cities/towns within the County as appropriate, to make its overall
findings as to adequacy of public facilities for the proposed development.

If the applicant's traffic study identifies a local area condition that exceeds the
congestion standard for that policy area, Transportation Planning staff will notify
the applicant, the Montgomery County Department of Public Works and
Transportation (DPWT) and/or the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA)
of the condition so that they can work together to develop a feasible solution to
mitigate the impact. The Planning Board may select either trip mitigation
agreements, non-automobile transportation amenities, or physical road
improvements (or a combination thereof) as the required means to relieve local
congestion. Priority will be given to non-physical improvements in Metro Station
and CBD policy areas. (See Section VI.)

If physical improvements are to be considered in Metro Station and Central
Business District (CBD) policy areas, priority consideration will be given to
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may not be in the specific local area included in a given traffic study. Efforts will be
made to combine the resources of two or more developers to provide appropriate
transportation improvements, be they physical intersection improvements or traffic
mitigation measures.

Once the applicant, Transportation staff, and staff of DPWT and/or SHA have
identified and agreed that there are feasible transportation solutions to obtain
adequate local transportation capacity, these solutions will be incorporated as
conditions of approval in the Transportation Planning staff report. These solutions
could include additional traffic engineering or operations changes beyond those
currently programmed, or non-programmed transit or ridesharing activities that
would make the overall transportation system adequate.

If an applicant is participating in a traffic mitigation program and/or one or more
intersection Improvements to satisfy Local Area Transportation Review
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requirements, that applicant shall be considered to have met Local Area
Transportation Review for any other intersection where the volume of trips
generated by the site under consideration is less than five Critical Lane Movements.
In the case of developments that elect to use one of the special procedures in the
Annual Growth Policy (AGP) described in Appendix D, the solutions must be

P ~ ac L---_. sd o211 L b -_.'l L,
identified and agreed to as above but will not be made conditions of approval.

B. Degree of Local Congestion

Transportation Planning staff will identify the degree of intersection congestion -
calculated for the peak hour of both weekday morning and evening peak periods
using the Critical Lane Volume method and the congestion standards by policy area
listed in Table 1. For intersections that straddle policy area boundaries, the higher
congestion standard shall be used.

In establishing the LATR congestion standards, an approximately equivalent
transportation level of service that balances transit availability with roadway
congestion in all policy areas of the County is assumed. In areas where greater
transit accessibility and use exist, greater traffic congestion is permitted. Table 1,
which shows the Critical Lane Volume congestion standard adopted by the County

Council for each policy area, is based on this concept.

Transportation Planning staff will present findings comparing the calculated CLVs
-with the congestion standard(s) of the nearby intersections. If the congestion
standard is exceeded under background conditions, an applicant may be required to
provide a traffic mitigation program or construct intersection improvements that
would result in equal or improved operating conditions (as measured by CLV) than
those that would occur without the applicant’s development. Under these
conditions, local congestion will be considered less severe even though the
calculated CLV may still exceed the congestion standard for the policy area in
which the development is located.

C. Unavoidable Congestion

Transportation Planning staff will identify the degree to which alternate routes to
serve the trips associated with the propesed development can be considered. (See
Section VII. F. Trip Assignment.) If there are no appropriate alternate routes for
the traffic to use to avoid the congestion, then it must be assumed that trips from
the proposed development will increase the local area congestion. It is not appro-
priate to anticipate that the trips associated with the development would use local
streets other than for site access unless such dtreets have been functionally
classified as being suitable for handling background and site-generated trips, e. g.,
arterial, business district, or higher classifications
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D. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies

Transportation Planning staff, in coordination with staff from DPWT, will identify
the degree to which transit (i.e., bus service, proximity to a Metrorail station),
ridesharing or other TDM activities can be considered to mitigate vehicle trips
generated by a development. If there is sufficient potential for serving the proposed
development and/or immediate area with transit or ridesharing services, then
priority will be given to developing a transit alternative or trip mitigation program
to mitigate the development’s local traffic impact. If it is physically or fiscally
ineffective for the public agencies to provide transit or ridesharing services, then it
must be assumed that trips from the proposed development will increase the local
area congestion.

E. Project-Related Traffic

Transportation Planning staff will identify the degree to which local traffic
congestion is directly attributable to the proposed development. Traffic from three
sources will be measured: 1) existing traffic, 2) trips generated by the sum total of
all nearby approved but unbuilt developments (i.e., background development), and
3) total trips generated by the proposed development. The more trips the proposed
development contributes to local traffic congestion, the greater the assumed severity
of local impact.
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V. @rocedures for Application in the (Central
Business District ((BD) and Metro Station Policy
Areas |

Except where noted, the technical definitions and procedures applied in Central
Business District (CBD) and Metro Station Policy Areas will be consistent with
those defined elsewhere in these guidelines.. In reviewing CBD and Metro Station
Policy Area applications, the following criteria will be used:

A. Adequ of Traffic Flows

1. Any intersection with a CLV of 1,800 or less will, in most cases, be
considered acceptable with no further analysis required. However,
Transportation Planning staff may require the queuing analysis noted in
2 below if they believe that abnormally long queuing might be present due
to unusual conditions even at intersections with a CLV below 1,800.
Transportation Planning staff shall define those intersections for which
special analysis is required in writing to the applicant as early in the
review process as possible, and no later than official written notification of
a complete traffic study. The CLV will be calculated in accordance with

the procedures defined in these guidelines.

2. If the CLV is over 1,800, a queuing analysis shall be performed. Existing
queues shall be measured by the applicant and total traffic (i.e., existing,
background and site) and planned roadway and circulation changes shall
be taken into account. The average queue length in the weekday peak
hour should not extend more than 80 percent of the distance to an

adjacent signalized intersection, provided the adjacent signalized
are oreater than 300 feet apart. The 80 nprr-nnf standard

intersections are g1 cent

provides a margin of safety for peaklng. If adjacent signalized
intersections are closer together than 300 feet, the average queue length
in the weekday peak hour should not extend more than 80 percent of the"
distance to the adjacent signalized intersection. The signal timing
assumed for this analysis must be consistent with the crossing time
required for pedestrians in paragraph B.2.b. of this section.

If adequate conditions cannot be achieved, and no mitigating measures
are programmed that would result in an acceptable CLV, the
transportation system in the CBD or Metro Station Policy Area may not
be deemed adequate to support the development.
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B. Site Access and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety

In addition to the traffic flow analysis, applicants must demonstrate that the
following guidelines are not vieolated by their site development:

1. Vehicle access points for site parking and loading must be located so that
their use will not interfere with traffic flows on the adjacent streets or
with access points to neighboring buildings or transit terminal areas.
Access directly onto the major roads should be avoided, but if proposed it
will be considered in the context of the application. '

2. Pedestrian and bicycle safety shall be assessed based on the following
characteristics: .

a. Conflicts between pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles of all types
accessing the site shall be minimized. Actions shall be taken to ensure
pedestrian and bicycle safety on and adjacent to the site.

b. The applicant must provide evidence from the DPWT that the
pedestrian phase of the traffic signal cycle for each approach at the
adjacent and critical intersections will provide at all times at least
enough time for pedestrians to completely cross the street walking at a
speed of 3.0 feet per second. Where possible, enough time should be
provided to completely cross while walking at 2.5 feet per second. The
intent of this requirement is to provide enough time for people who
tend to walk slower to be able to cross at 3.0 feet per second if they
leave the curb the moment the walk indication for that movement is
displayed. People who are able to walk at 4.0 feet per second or faster
will be able to start crossing any time the walk indication appears and
complete the crossing during the flashing don't walk pedestrian
clearance period.

These aspects must be documented in the traffic study submitted as
part of the development application. In the analysis, all pedestrian and
bicycle movements are assumed to be made at the street level.

C. Other Criteria

1. Total traffic is defined as the existing traffic, plus trips from approved but
unbuilt developments, plus the trips from the proposed development
during the peak hour of the weekday morning and evening peak periods.
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2. Critical intersections are those within the CBD or Metro Station Policy
Area, defined by Transportation Planning staff, generally adjacent to

the gite. or allowing site traffic to enter an arterial or maior road. In some
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cases, where site volumes are large, additional intersections within or
contiguous to the CBD or Metro Station Policy Area may be identified by
Transportation Planning staff for inclusion in the traffic study.

3. Vehicles can be assigned to parking garages encountered on their trip into

the CBD or Metro Station Policy Area. The capacity of parking garages

~must be accounted for based on guidance from the Transportation
Planning staff and consultation with DPWT staff.

4. Trip generation rates for background and site development traffic are
contained in Appendices A, B, and C.

D. Information Provided by Staff

The following information will be provided to the applicant by Transportation
Planning and DPWT staffs for use in the traffic study.-

1. Existing traffic counts at selected locations. The applicant shall be
required to update these data if the application is submitted more than
one year after the data were initially gathered.

2. Trip generation rates
3. Directional distribution(s) (See Appendix E.)

4. Parking garage capacity information and locations of future public
parking garages

5. A listing of background developments.
E. Traffic Mitigation Agreement

Each applicant must have a proposed traffic mitigation agreement outlining a
participation plan for trip reduction measures and other strategies for participating
in efforts to achieve the mode share goals for that area. This plan should be
prepared in conjunction with the area’s Transportation Management District, if
applicable, DPWT, and Transportation Planning staff.

¥
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F. Participation in Transportation Improvements
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transportation improvements included in a capital program. This part1c1pat1o_n,
which will be proportional to the development impact on the improvement, will be
determined by the staffs of Transportation Planning, DPWT and the Maryland
Department of Transportation. If the traffic study identifies changes to roadway or
other transportation-related activities that are required to mitigate the impact of
the proposed development on or adjacent to the development site, these changes will
be the responsibility of the applicant as part of satisfying Local Area Transportation
Review (LATR) procedures.

j=
0
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VI. Methods to Reduce Local Area Transportation
Review Impact
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A. Methods to Reduce lLocal Area Transportation Review
Impact For Residential and Non-Residential Development

The applicant may be required to reduce LATR impact by entering into a legally-
binding agreement (or contract) with the Planning Board and the Department of
Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) to mitigate the impact of all or a part of
their site-generated trips within the policy area where the site is located. Each
traffic mitigation program will be required to operate for at least 12 years once a
trip reduction requirements have been met, but no longer than 15 years at the
discretion of the Planning Board.

The following are examples of the measures that could be included in a TMA:

« Subsidizing transit fares to increase ridership on existing or other
transit bus routes A

« Providing the capital and operating costs to add a new bus/transit
route, extend an existing bus/transit route, or improve service
(frequency or span) on an existing route

» Constructing a new park-and-ride facility

« Providing funds to increase use of an existing park-and-ride facility

. Fundmg a prlvate shuttle service; e. g to and from the site to a nearby
.'LVJ.UI;IUI. d.l.} bl.-d.l:l.Ul.l or bU a Pdl h"d.llu. I.lU.tf fdblll L_y

« Constructing queue-jumper lanes, providing traffic signal pre-emption
devices and other techniques to improve bus travel times

+ Parking management activities

« Live-near-your-work programs

Other measures may be suggested by applicants, Transportation Planning staff, or
DPWT; creative approaches to reducing traffic impacts are encouraged.

TMAs may require monitoring, as appropriate for each project. If monitoring is
required, it shall be done on a quarterly basis at the applicant’s expense by DWPT
staff or a consultant selected by the Planning Board to ensure compliance with the
conditions of the contract. If the goals are not being met, DPWT staff or the
consultant shall monitor the TMA on a monthly basis until such time as the goals
are met for three consecutive months. Transportation Planning staff and DPWT
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staff shall work with the applicant to seek additional measures to ensure
compliance during periods when the goals are not being met.

2. Non-Automobile Transportation Amenities

To maintain an approximately equivalent transportation level of service at the local
level considering both auto and non-auto modes of travel, the Planning Board may
permit a reduction in the amount of roadway improvements or traffic mitigation
needed to satisfy the conditions of Local Area Transportation Review in exchange
for the installation or construction of non-automobile transportation amenities that
will enhance pedestrian safety or encourage non-automobile mode choices, such as
sidewalks, bike paths, curb extensions, countdown pedestrian signals, “Super
Shelters,” bus shelters and benches, bike lockers and static or real time transit
information signs.

Such amenities must be implemented so as to offset the local area impact at the
specific intersection(s) where the congestion standard has been exceeded and the
need for an improvement has been identified. Thus, trip distribution and
assignment assumptions are a key factor in determining local area intersection
- Impacts and the level of trip mitigation required.

In determining the “adequacy” of such improvements in mitigating local area
congestion, the Planning Board must balance the environmental and community
impacts of reducing congestion at an intersection against the safe and efficient
accommodation of pedestrians, bike riders and bus patrons. Monitoring shall not be
required of non-automobile transportation amenities.

a. Construction of Sidewalks, Bike Paths, Curb Extensions,
Pedestrian Refuge Islands, Accessible (for the visually-
impaired community) or Countdown Pedestrian Signals and
Handicap Ramps

An applicant may propose to reduce LATR impact by constructing off-site sidewalks
and/or bike paths, curb extensions, pedestrian refuge islands, light emitting diode
(LED), accessible or countdown pedestrian signals and handicap ramps which
provide safe access from the proposed or an existing development to any of the
following uses:

» Transit stations or stops (rail or bus)

« Public facilities (e.g., school, library, park, or post office)

» Recreation centers

« Retail centers that employ 20 or more persons at any time
« Housing projects

» Office centers that employ 100 or more persons
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. Existing sidewalks or bike paths
« Adjacent development(s) or private amenity space; e.g., sitting area,

Curb extensions may be considered along streets on which on-street parking
already exists, provided they do not reduce traffic capacity and operations at the

community), retrofitting existing traffic signals with countdown lights, and
reconstructing existing sub-standard handicap ramps (to current ADA guidelines)
should be allowed as optional amenities.

These uses must be within one-quarter mile of the edge of the proposed or an
existing development. For transit stations or stops, the frequency of transit service
must be at intervals of 20 minutes or less during the weekday morning and evening
peak periods.

An excellent resource for considering new segments of bikeways is the Countywide
Bikeway Functional Master Plan. A prioritization strategy from the document
contains lists of bikeways categorized by activity centers; e.g., Metrorail, central
business districts, major county park trails (see Appendix F).

T
LF

An applicant may propose to reduce LATR impact by constructing a “Super
Shelter”, bus shelter or bench, including a concrete pad, to encourage bus use,
which reduces weekday peak-hour vehicle trips by diverting some person-trips to
buses. There are two types of shelters that can be provided: “standard” bus
shelters and “Super Shelters.”

+ The County recently reached agreement with Clear Channel
Communications (CCC) to provide a minimum of 500 standard bus
shelters in the County. CCC has first choice of locations for these
shelters, a number of which will carry advertising. Standard bus
shelters to be provided under LATR must be located in areas where
CCC chooses not to provide shelters. CCC must be offered first right of
refusal for any new sites if the placement of a shelter is accepted as a
proposal by the developer.

» “Super Shelters” include heating and lighting, are larger in capacity,
have four walls (except for openings to enter and exit the shelter) and
provide a higher level of design than standard shelters. An example of
one such shelter is the one to be lacated on Rockville Pike near
Marinelli Road (as part of an agreement with Target/Home Depot).
Provision of these shelters should be incorporated as part of
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development planning and will need to be coordinated with existing
and planned locations for standard shelters.

The bus shelter must be within one-quarter mile of the edge of the proposed or an
existing development and the frequency of the transit service must be at intervals of
20 minutes or less during the weekday morning and evening peak periods.

For any off-site improvement shown in Table 3, pedestrians and bicyclists should be
able to safely cross any roadway to reach their destination. The applicant may
provide improvements that Transportation Planning and DPWT staffs agree would
increase the safety of the crossing.

c. Provision of Bike Lockers
An applicant may propose to reduce LATR impact by providing bike lockers for a

minimum of eight bikes at an activity center located within a one-mile radius of the
edge of the development. '

d. Provision of Static and Real-Time Transit Information Signs,
and Information Kiosks

An applicant may propose to reduce LATR impact by providing static or electronic -

signs, and/or information kiosks at bus shelters, large office buildings, retail
centers, transit centers, or residential complexes that indicate scheduled or real-
time transit information, e.g., the scheduled or estimated arrival of the next bus on
a given route. '

Static transit information signs may be provided only at locations other than CCC-
provided standard bus shelters, since provision of this type of information at those
shelters is part of that agreement. For static transit information provided at office
buildings, retail centers, etc., the applicant should include provision for changing
this information three times per year.

e. Graduated and Maximum Trip Reduction Credits

Related to the construction or provision of the above (a through d), the maximum
trip credit for any development is related to the congestion standard for that policy
area. In policy areas with higher congestion standards, the maximum reduction in
trips is higher in recognition of the desire to enhance pedestrian safety and/or
encourage transit and bike use in these areas. (See Table 3.)

*
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Table 3 identifies trip reduction options. Any or all of the options may be used for a
given application. The maximum trip reduction per development is a function of the
policy area congestion standard, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Graduated and Maximum Trip Credits Related to Congestion
Standards

Trip Credit vs Congestion Standard
Non-Automobile Transportation Amenity

1400-1500 | 1550-1600 1800
100 linear feet of five-foot sidewalk 0.5 0.75 1.0
100 linear feet of eight-foot bike path 0.5 0.75 1.0
Curb Extension/Pedestrian Refuge i
Island/Handicap Ramp 2.0 3.0 4.0
LED Traffic Signals/ Intersection 4.5 6.75 9.0
Accessibl_e or Countdown Pedestrian Signals/ 1.0 20 30
Intersection
Bus Shelter 5.0 7.5 10.0
“Super” Bus Shelter ) 10.0 15.0 20.0
Bus Bench with Pad 0.5 0.75 1.0
Information Kiosk 15 3.0 4.5
Bike Locker (set of eight) 2.0 3.0 , 4.0
Real-Time Transit Information Sign 10.0 15.0 20.0
Static Transit Information Sign 0.25 0.4 0.5
Maximum Trip Credits 60 90 120

B. Procedures for Application of Section VI - Trip Reduction
Methods

The determination of the total number of trips generated by a proposed
development will be made prior to any reduction. If a proposed development
generated more than 30 total weekday peak-hour trips, a traffic study would be
required. If an applicant proposes a traffic mitigation agreement or non-automobile
transportation amenities, the reduction could be accounted for in the traffic study.
At the request of Transportation Planning staff, an applicant proposing these
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alternatives to physical improvements will be required to gather data on current
bus patronage or pedestrian/bicycle activity within the local area to aid in

evalnating effectiveness
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The applicant may only apply a trip reduction method after the total number of
peak-hour trips is determined using standard trip rates. Trip reduction derived
from this section may not be applied in policy areas where the Annual Growth
Policy does not allow the application of the special procedure for limited residential
development.
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VII. Methods for Assigning Values to Factors
Used in a Traffic Study

A. Capital Improvements Program Definition

If the applicant finds it necessary or appropriate in the preparation of the traffic
study to incorporate programmed transportation improvements, they must rely
upon the County’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) or the State’s
Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP). For a project to qualify to be used in a
traffic study, the project must be fully funded for construction within four years in
the CIP or CTP as of the date of submission of the traffic study.

However, under certain circumstances, staff may recommend to the Planning Board
that a decision on making physical intersection improvements be delayed until
building permit; i.e., when a County or State capital project has some funding for
right-of-way and/or construction. The Planning Board condition would require the
developer to consult with the County or State when building permit applications are
filed. If the County or State agrees in writing that the capital project will be
constructed within four years, then the developer will contribute an amount
equivalent to the cost of the LATR improvements at that time.

B. Trip Generation

Trip generation equations and rates are shown in Appendix A for nine general land
uses: general office, retail, residential, fast food restaurants, child day-care centers,
private schools/ educational institutions, senior/elderly housing, mini-warehouse,
and automobile filling stations with or without ancillary uses for car washes,
convenience stores, and garages. Equations for calculating trips from other land
uses or zoning classifications can be obtained from the latest edition of the Trip
Generation Report published by ITE. Assistance with the calculation of trips can be
obtained from Transportation Planning staff and/or use of the trip tables in
Appendix B. In the Silver Spring, Bethesda, and Friendship Heights CBDs,
different rates reflecting higher transit use are used as shown in Appendix C.

The rate for a retail site over 200,000 square feet GLA will be set after discussion
with Transportation Planning staff and analysis by the applicant of one or more
similar-sized retail sites within Montgomery County. In lieu of data collection, a
retail rate set at two times the latest edition of ITE's Trip Generation Report rate
may be used.
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Transportation Planning staff is authorized to make minor technical changes to
Appendices A, B, and C as needed, to reflect new information or to correct errors.
Therefore, the user should check with Transportation Planning staff to ensure the

Jie LIIC WUSTl SAULIW Ll 152 SRRl LAV 2

latest version is being applied. Transportation Plannlng staff will have copies of the
latest version available for distribution upon request.

In some cases, adjustment of the trips from the equations may be appropriate.
Examples include the effect of pass-by trips for retail, including fast food
restaurants, child day-care centers, and automobile filling stations, and the total
trips from mixed uses such as office and retail. These will be considered on a case-
by-case basis, using the best available information concerning each site situation.
There may be instances where a site will have special considerations that make it
appropriate to deviate from the rates shown in the referenced sources. These
proposed deviations in trip rates could be determined by ground counts of
comparable facilities, preferably in Montgomery County, and will be considered by
Transportation Planning staff and used with their concurrence.

| & P
C- Pean"" aour

The traffic study shall be based on the highest one-hour period that occurs during
the typical weekday morning (6:30 a.m.-9:30 a.m.) and/or evening (4:00 p.m.-7:00
p-m.) peak periods, i.e., the street peak, or the time period established and agreed to
in Section IL.A. This one-hour period shall be determined from the highest sum of
the existing traffic entering all approaches to each intersection durmg four
consecutive 15-minute intervals.

D. Trip Distribution

The directional distribution of the office and residential generated trips for both
background and site traffic shall be provided to the applicant by Transportation
Planning staff, per the latest edition of the “Trip Distribution and Traffic
Assignment Guidelines” (see Appendix E). The distribution of trips entering and
leaving the proposed development and all background development via all access
points must be justified by the relative locations of other traffic generators (i.e.,
employment centers, commercial centers, regional or area shopping centers,
transportation terminals, or the trip table information provided by Transportation
Planning staff). For land uses, i.e., retail, not covered by the guidelines,
distribution should be developed in consultation with Transportation Planning
staff.
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E. Directional Split

The directional split is the percentage of the generated trips entering or leaving the
site during the peak hour. Refer to the tables in Appendix A to obtain the
directional split for general office, retail, residential, child day-care center, auto
filling station with convenience store, and fast food restaurant uses. See Appendix C
for directional split assumptions for the Bethesda, Friendship Heights, and Silver
Spring CBDs. For all other uses, refer to “directional distribution” as noted in the
latest edition of ITE's Trip. Generation Report. If data are not available,
Transportation Planning staff, along with the applicant, will determine an

appropriate infout directional split. '

F. = Trip Assignment

The distribution factors furnished by Transportation Planning staff shall be applied
to the generated trips, and the resulting traffic volumes shall be assigned to the
road network providing access to the proposed development. These trips will be
added to existing traffic as well as the trips generated by background development
to determine the impact on the adequacy of the transportation facilities. The
assignment is to be extended to the nearest major intersection, or intersections, as
determined by Transportation Planning staff (see Table 2).

It should be noted that this is an estimate of the impact of future traffic on the
nearby road network. Trip distribution and assignment are less accurate the

-further one goes from the trip origin/destination.

Once an intersection under assignment conditions of existing plus background
traffic or existing plus background plus site-generated traffic exceeds a CLV of
2,000, diversions to alternate routes may be considered if there are feasible
alternatives, as discussed in paragraph IV.C. Unavoidable Congestion. Appropriate
balancing of assignments to reflect impacts of the site on both the primary and
alternate routes is necessary. Impacts on the primary and alternate intersections
must be identified and mitigated if appropriate in accordance with the congestion
standards of these guidelines. Such situations should be discussed with
Transportation Planning, SHA and DPWT staff and resolved on a case-by-case basis
before presentation to the Planning Board.

G. Critical Lane Volume Analysis

At the intersections identified by Transportation Planning staff, the existing,
background, and site-generated traffic is to be related to the adequacy of the
intersection by using the critical lane volume method. (See Section J.) The
methodology and assumptions shall be updated to maintain consistency with
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revisions to the Highway Capacity Manual published by the Transportation
Research Board of the National Research Council. The analysis should be carried

out for the peak hour of both the weekdav morning and evenine neak periods and

S%a WAL peiAan advwar AAATELL WRLL VY WA ) dldviiiiiig, fRiala uvu;aa;;a Pt vl iuvuin aliu

should use traffic data for non-holiday weekdays.

H. Traffic Data

. Current existing traffic volume data may be available from either

Transportation Planning’s traffic count database, SHA or DPWT.

. New traffic counts should be conducted by the applicant if, in the opinion

of Transportation Planning staff, traffic volumes have increased due to
some change in the traffic pattern, such as the completion of a

avnlarmm + menionnt afkarn tha rnrimd wr mada
dcvcxul.uueﬂb Projecy aier e CoUllu .

If turning movement data are older than one year when the traffic study
is submitted or, if there are locations for which data are non-existent, data
must be acquired by the applicant using his/her own resources. This is in
accordance with the ordinance and part of the applicant's submission of
sufficient information and data, consistent with the decisions reached by
the Development Review Committee and Transportation Planning staff.

Intersection traffic counts obtained from public agencies or conducted by
the applicant must be manual turning movement counts of vehicles and
pedestrian/bicycle crossing volumes covering the typical weekday peak
periods, i.e., 6:30 a.m. - 9:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.- -7:00 p.m., or the tlme
period established and agreed to in Section ILLA. The data must be
collected in 15-minute intervals so as to allow selection of the peak hour

within the nearest 15 minutes (e.g., 4:00-5:00, 4:15-5:15, 4:30-5:30,

4:45-5:45, 5:00-6:00, 5:15-6:15, 5:30-6:30, 5:45-6:45, or 6:00-7:00 p.m.) as
descnbed in Section VIL.C. All weekday peak-period (6:30 a.m.-9:30 a.m.
and 4:00 p.m.- 7:00 p.m.) turning movement data are required to be
included with and submitted as part of the applicant's traffic study. All
intersection traffic counts must be submitted in a digital format provided
by Transportation Planning staff. The subsequent digital database being
created by Transportation Planning staff will be available upon request to
developers, consultants, and others.

. For applicants resubmitting all or portions of their development plans for

the Planning Board's approval under the expired Expedited Development
Approval (EDA) legislation that require LATR, the traffic study must be
updated if the traffic counts were collected over one year from the date of
resubmittal and must reflect the updated background developments.
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I. Adequate Accommodation of Traffic
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congestion at the critical locations (usually an intersection). CLV congestion
standards for intersections in each policy area have been established as shown in
Table 1. These congestion standards were derived based on achieving approximately
equivalent total transportation levels of service in all areas of the County. Greater
vehicular traffic congestion is permitted in policy areas with greater transit
accessibility and use.

J. Critical Lane Volume Method

The Critical Lane Volume method of calculating the level of congestion at a
signalized or unsignalized intersection is generally accepted by most public agencies
in Maryland, "including the Maryland State Highway Administration, the
Montgomery County Department of Public Werks and Transportation, the Cities of
Rockville, Gaithersburg, and Takoma Park and Transportation Planning staff at M-
NCPPC. The methodology will fit most intersection configurations and can be
varied easily for special situations and unusual conditions.

Whereas some assumptions (e.g., lane use factors) may vary from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction, the general CLV methodology is consistent. An excellent reference
source is SHA’s web site:

www.sha.state.md.us/businesswithsha/permits/ohd/impact_appendix/asp

The following step-by-step procedure should be sufficiently descriptive to enable the
applicant to utilize the method at signalized or unsignalized intersections. For the
latter, a two-phase operation should be assumed. The traffic volumes used in the
dllcll_yblb are those u.ppluauhxug the intersection as determined in each bbep of the

traffic study (i.e., existing, existing plus background, and existing plus background
plus site).

The following is a step-by-step description of how to determine the congestion level
of an intersection with a simple two-phase signal operation.

Step 1. Determine the signal phasing, number of lanes and the total volume on
each entering approach to an intersection, and the traffic movement
permitted in each lane.

Step 2. Subtract from the total approach volume any right-turn velume that oper-
ates continuously throughout the signal cycle, (1.e., a free-flow right-turn
by-pass). Also, subtract the left-turn volume if 1t is prov1ded with an
exclusive lane.
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Step 3.

Step 4.

Step 5.

Step 6.

Step 7.

Step 8.

Step 9.

Determine the maximum volume per lane for each approach by multiplying
the volume calculated in Step 2 by the appropriate lane-use factor selected
from the following table. (Note: Do not count lanes established for exclusive
use such as right- or left-turn storage lanes -- the lane use factor for a
single exclusive use lane is 1.00. Consult with Transportation Planning
and/or DPWT staff regarding any overlap signal phasing).

Number of Lane Use
Approach Factor”
Lanes

1 1.00

2 0.53

3 0.37

4 0.30

5 0.25

* Based on local observed data and the 2000 Edition of the Highway Capacity Marmal

Select the maximum volume per lane in one direction (e.g., northbound)
and add it to the opposing (e.g., southbound) left turn volume. -

Repeat Step 4 by selecting the maximum volume per lane in the opposite
direction (e.g., southbound) and the opposing (e.g., northbound) left-turn
volume.

The higher total of Step 4 or Step 5 is the critical volume for phase one
(e.g., north-south).

Repeat Steps 4 through 6 for phase two (e.g., east-west).

Sum the critical lane volumes for the two phases to determine the critical
lane volume for the intersection. (Note: At some intersections, two opposing
flows may move on separate phases. For these cases, each phase becomes a
part of the critical lane volume for the intersection. Check with Transpor-
tation Planning staff for clarification.)

Compare the resultant critical lane volume for the intersection with the’
congestion standards in Table 1.
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Turning Volumes Intersection Geometrics
Direction Lane Critical Approach Opposing Lane Volume
from the Approach Lane-Use Volume Lefts Per Approach
Volume Factor
North 51 X .53 = 411 + 200 = 611
South 8002 X 063 = 424 + 175 = 599
Or South 500 X 1.00 = 500 + 175 = 675¢
East 7003 X 0.53 = 371 + 100 = 471
West 750 ¢ b4 0.53 = 398 + 150 = 5485

! Approach volumes sum of tiroughs, rights, and lefts in two lanes

? For a heavy right turn, evaluate worst of rights in one lare or through and rights in two lanes
3 Approach volume sum of throughs and rights in two lanes

4 Approach volume is through only because of free right and separate left

5 Intersection Critical Lane Volume = higher sum = 675 + 548 = 1,223

K. Items That Must Be Submitted as a Part of the Traffic
Study to Satisfy Local Area Transportation Review

Two copies of the traffic study must be submitted with the development application.
Once Transportation Planning staff confirms that the traffic study is complete, ten
copies must be submitted within five working days of notification.

In an effort to standardize the information that is to be included with a traffic
study, the following items must be submitted before the application is considered
complete.

1. A site or area map showing existing roads that serve the site.
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. The location on the site map of programmed transportation

improvements, if any, in the County’s Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) or the State’s Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP), that
affect traffic at the critical intersection(s) to be studied.

Existing weekday morning and evening peak period vehicle and
pedestrian/bicycle traffic count summaries for the critical intersections
identified by Transportation Planning staff for analysis.

Nearby approved but unbuilt developments and associated improvements
that would affect traffic at the critical intersection(s) with their location
shown on the area map. (This information is provided by Transportation
Planning staff and included as part of the report.)

A table showing the weekday morning and evening peak-hour trips
generated by each of the nearby approved but unbuilt developments,
including the source of the generation rates/equations for each type of
development.

The trip distribution patterns, in percent, for the nearby approved but
unbuilt developments during the weekday morning and evening peak
hours, with the pattern being shown on an area map.

Weekday morning and evening peak-hour trips entering and leaving the
site, generated by the proposed development, including the site driveways.

The trip distribution patterns, in percent, for the proposed development
during the weekday morning and evening peak hours, with the pattern
being shown on an area map.

Maps that show separately and in combination:

a. Existing weekday morning and evening peak-hour traffic volumes
using the affected highway system, including turning movements at
the critical intersections.

b. Projected weekday morning and evening peak-hour trips assigned to
the affected highway system for all nearby approved developments,
included as part of the background.

c. The traffic volumes derived by adding trips from approved
development to existing traffic. )
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10.

11,

12.

13.

d. Projected weekday morning and evening peak-hour trips assigned to
the affected highway system for the proposed development.

e. The traffic volumes derived by adding site trips to the sum of existing
plus background traffic.

Any study performed to help determine how to assign recorded or
proposed development trips, such as a license plate study or special
turning movement counts.

Copies of all critical lane volume analyses, showing calculations for each
approach.

A listing of all transportation improvements, if any, that the applicant
agrees to provide and a scaled drawing of each improvement showing
available or needed right-of-way, proposed roadway widening, and area
available for sidewalks, bike path, landscaping, as required.

Electronic copies of all vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle traffic counts in
digital format on a 3-2inch disk as stipulated by Transportation
Planning staff. .

M-NCPPC
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Appendix A: Weekday Peak-Hour Trip-Generation
Formulas and Rates for Use in Local Area
Transportation Review
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Table A-1: General Office

Applicable Size Formula/Rate Directional Distribution
Under 25,000 sf AM: T = 1.38(A) AM PM
GFA PM: T = 2.24(A) Enter Exit Enter Exit
25,000 sf GFA and AM: T=1.706(A)-8 87% 13% 17% 83%

over
PM

1T =1.44(A)+ 20

Over 300,000 sf

GFA with special AM:

characteristics (See

T=170(A)+ 115

Table B-1) PM: T = 1.44(A) + 127

Within 1,000-foot - _ j

radius of Metrorail’ - AM: Deduct P = 50% total trips from “T"

station and outside  pM: Deduct P = 4 (1000-D)/100 fram “T"

the Beltway (D) -

T = weekday peak-hour vehicle trips A = gross floor area (GFA) of building in 1,000 sf

P = percentage reduction in trips (P/100) D = straight line distance (in feet) from the main entrance to station

Table A-2: General Retail

Applicable Size

Formula/Rate Directiona! Distribution

All sizes except
convenience retail

AM: Use 25% of the weekday evening AM PM
- tri
peak-hour trips Enter Exit Enter Exit

Under 50,000 sf GLA

PM: T = 12.36(A} 52% 48% 52% 48%

From 50,000 sf up to
200,000 sf GLA

PM: T =7.43(A) + 247

Over 200,000 sf GLA

Special analysis required by applicant or
use two times applicable ITE rate

Caonvenience retail not part
of a shopping center or
groups of stores

AM and PM: Use applicable ITE
formuia/rate

T = weekday peak-hour vehicle trips

A = gross leasable area {GLA) of building in 1,000 sf

Deduct adjustment (P) for no major food chain store: P = 0.05 + 0.002 (200-A)

Page 42 . Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines M-NCFPC



Table A-3: Fast

Weekday peak-hour
trip generation rates of

L

fast food restaura

vary based on their
type of menu selection
(e.g., hamburgers vs.
tacos vs. chicken) and
their location relative

Food Restaurants
Formula/Rate

based on driveway counts .o

Develop trip-generation rates AM

Directional Distribution

PM

Exit  Enter Exit

nIS TTOIT\ EXISI]ng SlmllaT 1351 IOOU
restaurants at similar locations
(e.g.,, McDonald’s Restaurant
on major highways) if data are
available or can be obtained

from previous studies.

53%

to traffic volume on the

adjacent roadway.

Otherwise, use {TE frip-
generation data.

47%

53%

47%

Table A-4: Residential
Applicable Size Formula/Rate Directional Distribution
it it
Single-Family Under 75 units 75 units or over AM PM
Detached AM: T=0.95(U) AM: T =062 (U)+25 Enter Exit Enter Exit
PM: T=1.11(L) PM: T=0.82(U)+21 25% 75% 64% 36%
Under 100 units 100 units and over AM PM
Townhouses AM: T =0.48 (U) AM: T=053(U)-5 Enter Exit Enter Exit
PM: T=0.83 (U) PM: T=0.48 (U) +35 17% 83% 67% 33%
Garden and Mid- Under 75 units 75 units and over AN o
Rise Apartments A PV
(one to nine AM: T=0.44(U) AM: T =0.40 (U} + Enter  Exit Enter Exit
stories) PM: T=0.48(U) PM: T=047 (U)+1 20% 80% 66% 34%
High-Rise Under 100 uniis 100 units and over
Apartments AM PM
ttenormore  AM: T=0.40(U) AM: T =0.29 (U) + 11 Enter Exit Enter Exit
stories) PM: T=0.46 (U) PM: T=0.34 (U) +12 25% 75% 61% 39%
T = weekday peak-hour vehicle trips U = housing units
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Table A-5: Private School (Weekday Morning Peak Period)

Applicable
Size Formula/Rate
K-8 AM: T=Nx092
K-12 AM: T=Nx0.78

Use the rates in the Institute

Comments

For the weekday morning peak period, a special study
is required to determine the trip-generation rate for
private schools with over 400 students.

For the evening peak period, the applicant may be
required to provide more data on site-generated traffic
if it is anticipated that there will be major school-
sponsored events during the evening peak period that
would generate 50 or more weekday peak-hour trips.

Trip-generation formuias or rates for private schools

Private of Transportation Engineer's Were developed based on the number of students
schools Trip Generation Report for ~~ during only the weekday morning peak period. Since
predominately ;o cehools (Land Use classes for private schools end before the weekday
grades 10-12 ~ /46 530) - evening peak period, a trip-generation rate during the
weekday evening peak period was not developed.

Trip Purpose Directional Distribution

Grade New Pass-by Diverted Enter . Exit

K-8 53% 15% 32% 54% . 46%

K-12 65% 6% 29% ) 59% 41%

T = weekday peak-hour vehicle trips N = number of students
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Table A-6: Automobile Filling Station

Applicable Size Formula/Rate
Trip Rates per Pumping PM
Station™: A
For stations with/without Station with fuel sales Upcounty? Downcounty’
car washes, and:
convenience stores, and —
garages 1) no other facilities 11.31 14.96 14.96
T =N x (trip rate) 2) garage 11.00 16.67 11.09
3) convenience store® 12.28 21.75 12.32
4) car wash and
convenience store 17.33 21.75 15.08
Percentage by Trip Purpose Directional Distribution
AM PM
Weekda .
Posk Peityg  New Pass-by  Diverted Enter  Exit  Enter  Exit
AM 15% 60% 25% 53% 47% 51% 49%.
PM 15% 50% 35%

T = weekday peak-hour vehicle trips

N = number of pumping stations (or positions)

'A pumping station is defined as the area at which any one vehicle can stop and pump fue! at any one
time. A pumping station could also be referred to as a fueling position in front of a single nozzle dispenser

or a multi-produce dispenser

’Downcounty locations are considered the urbanized areas with a congestion standard of 1,500 or higher

(See Table 1). Ali other locations are considered upcounty.

Note that a convenience store as an accessory use to an automobile filing station must have less than
1,650 square feet of patron area. Otherwise, such land uses are considered to be a “convenience store
with gasoline pumps” with trip-generation rates available in the ITE Trip Generation Report as Land Use

Code 853.

M-NCPPC Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines
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Table A-7: Senior/Elderly Housing
Type of Facility Formula/Rate

Retirement Community with
active seniors and minima! Use ITE Land Use Code 250
support services

L , o , . Formula
Independent-Living Facilities with
some support services plus Up to 150 units:  AM: T=0.05 (U) PM: T =0.04 (U)
minimal assisted-living and
nursing home facilities Over 150" unifs: AM: T = 0.08 (U} PM: T=0.11 (U)
AM: T =0.03 ()
Assisted-Living Facilities
PM: T=0.06 (U)
As a land use requiring a special exception, site-generated traffic
can be determined based on the statement of operations rather than

using ITE's trip-generation data. Except for the administrative staff,
employees usually arrive before the weekday morning peak period
to prepare and serve breakfast. They usually stay through the
weekday evening peak period to prepare and serve dinner.

Nursing Homes

T = weekday peak-hour vehicle trips U = detached, attached apartment unit and/or room
*Usually iarge facilities with different levels of support services; may be considered “life cycle” care

£ Gbue 4;'8.' ivd ll.'u w’; FYulLd G/ ;.OL’;SQ
Type of Facility Formula/Rate Comments

On-Site Vehicle

Rental
No AM: T=0.01 (N} PM: T=0.01(N) Based on ITE Land Use Code 151
i supplemented with more current local
Yes AM: T=0.015(N) PM: T=0.02 (N) data
T = weekday peak-hour vehicle trips N= npmber of storage units
Table A-9: Child Day-Care Center
Applicable Size Formula/Rate
For 6 to 25 staff AM: T =1.75N +17
PM: T=206N + 16
Trip Purpose Directional Distribution
Peak Pass- . AM PM
" New Diverted
Period by Enter  Exit Enter Exit
AM 32% 27% 41% 53% 47%  49% 51%
PM 27%  12%  61% '
T= 'weekday peak-hour vehicle trips N = number of staff
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Appendix B: Weekday Peak-Hour Trips Generated
by Land Use for Use in Local Area Transportation
Review
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Table B-1: Num ber of Weekday Peak-Hour Trips Generated by General

Office

AM peak-hour trips = 1.38(GFA/1000)
PM peak-hour trips = 2.24(GFA/1000)

General
Bldg Slze Weekday

{SF of GFA) Peak-Hour Trips
AN PM

5,000 7 11
10,000 14 22
15,000 21 34
20,000 28 45
25,000 35 56
30,000 43 63
40,000 60 78
50,000 77 92
60,000 94 106
70,000 111 121
80,000 128 135
90,000 145 150
100,000 162 164
110,000 179 178
120,000 196 193
130,000 213 207
140,000 230 222
150,000 247 236
160,000 264 250
170,000 281 265
180,000 298 279
190,000 315 294
200,000 332 308
220,000 366 337
240,000 400 366
260,000 434 394
280,000 468 423
300,000 502 452
320,000 536 481
340,000 570 510
360,000 604 538
380,000 638 567
400,000 672 596
420,000 706 625
440,000 740 654
460,000 774 682
480,000 808 711
500,000 842 740

Equations Used

25,000 sf and over

e

AM peak-hour trips = 1.70 (GFA/1000) - 8
PM peak-hour trips = 1.44(GFA/1000) + 20

Special Cases

If a building is within 1,000 feet of a Metrorail station and
outside the Beltway, reduce weekday peak-hour trips from
chart at left.

Straight Line Percent Reduction in Trips

Distanc tion

@f f':ef)m AM PM
0 50% 40%
50 50% 38%
100 50% 36%
150 50% 34%
200 50% 32%
250 50% 30%
300 50% 28%
350 50% 26%
400 50% 24%
450 50% 22%
500 50% 20%
550 50% 18%
600 - 50% 16%
650 50% 14%
700 50% 12%
750 50% 10%
800 50% 8%
850 50% 6%
800 50% 4%
850 50% 2%
1,000 50% 0%

If a building is over 300,000 sf with a single employer and
NOT part of an activity center with different land uses

Building Size Weekday
(SF of GFA) Peak-Hour Trips
AM PM
300,001 625 559
320,000 659 588
340,000 693 817
360,000 727 645
380,000 761 674
400,000 795 703
420,000 829 732
440,000 863 761
480,000 897 789
480,000 8931 818
500,000 965 847

Equations Used

AM peak-hour trips = 1.70(GFA/1000) + 115
PM peak-hour trips = 1.44(GFA/1000) + 127
Please note: Trip generation rates are calculated

using the size of individual buildings, not the
combined size of a group.
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Table B-2: Number of Weekday Peak-Hour Trips Generated by General

Retail

With Major Food Chain Store

Bldg Size Peak-Hour Trips
(SF of GLA} AM PM
50,000 155 619
55,000 164 656
60,000 173 693
65,000 182 730
70,000 192 767
75,000 201 804
80,000 210 841
85,000 220 879
90,000 229 9186
95,000 238 953
100,000 248 990
105,000 257 1027
110,000 266 1064
115,000 275 1101
120,000 285 1139
125,000 284 1176
130,000 303 1213
135,000 313 1250
140,000 322 1287
145,000 331 1324
150,000 340 1362
155,000 350 1399
160,000 359 1436
165,000 368 1473
170,000 378 1510
175,000 387 1547
180,000 396 1584
185,000 405 1622
180,000 415 1659
195,000 424 ° 1696
200,000 433 1733

Equations Used

50 000 ta 200 000 sf

AM peak-hour trips = 0.25 [7.43 (GLLA/10G0) + 247]
PM peak-hour trips = 7.43 (GLA/1000) + 247

Adjustment Factor for No Major Food Chain Siore

P = 0.05 + 0.002 [200 — (GLA/1000)]

Please note:

Under 50,000 sf

No equations, since major food chain store is
typically at ieast 50,000 sf

Without Major Food Chain Store
Bldg Size Peak-Hour Trips
(SF of GLA)} AM PM
5,000 9 35
10,000 18 70
15,000 27 108
20,000 36 146
25,000 46 185
30,000 57 226
35,000 67 268
40,000 78 311
45,000 89 366
50,000 101 402
55,000 108 433
60,000 116 464
65,000 124 496
70,000 132 525
75,000 141 563
80,000 149 597
85,000 158 633
80,000 167 668
95,000 176 705
100,000 186 743
- 105,000 185 781
110,000 205 820
115,000 215 859
120,000 225 899
125,000 235 941
130,000 246 982
135,000 266 1025
140,000 267 1068
145,000 278 {112
150,000 289 1157
155,000 301 1203
160,000 312 - 1249
165,000 324 1296
170,000 336 1344
175,000 348 1393
180,000 360 1442
185,000 373 1482
190,000 386 1543
185,000 398 1594
200,000 412 1646

Equations Used

Under 50,000 sf

AM peak-hour trips = 0.25 [12.36(GLA/1000))(1-P)

PM peak-hour trins = 11236 (GLAMDODN(1-PY
Fid peax-hour inps = 12,50 (GLARUVLHU-E)

* §0,000 to 200,000 sf

AM peak-hour trips = 0.25 [7.43(GLA/1600) + 247)(1-F)
PM peak-hour trips = [7.43(GLA/1000) + 247](1-P)

M-NCPPC
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Table B-3: Number of Weekday Peak-Hour Trips Generated by

Residential Units

No. Single- Townhouse Garden High-Rise

of Family Apartment Apartments
Units

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

1 1 4 1] 1 0 [¥] 0 i)
5 5 6 2 4 2 2 2 2
10 10 11 5 B 4 5 4 5
15 14 17 7 12 7 7 6 7
20 19 22 10 17 9 10 8 9
25 24 28 12 21 11 12 10 12
30 29 2 14 25 13 14 12 14
35 33 39 17 29 15 17 14 16
40 a8 44 19 a3 18 18 16 18
45 43 &0 22 37 20 22 18 21
50 48 56 24 42 22 24 20 23
&85 52 61 26 46 24 26 22 25
60 57 67 29 50 26 29 24 28
65 62 72 3N 54 29 H 26 30
70 67 78 34 58 31 34 28 32
75 72 83 36 62 33 36 30 35
80 75 87 38 66 35 39 3z 37
85 78 91 41 71 37 41 34 3%
80 81 85 43 75 39 43 36 a1
95 84 89 46 79 41 46 39 44
100 87 103 48 83 43 46 40 48
110 g3 111 53 88 47 53 43 49
120 a9 119 59 93 51 57 48 53
130 106 128 64 97 55 62 49 56
140 112 138 69 102 59 67 52 60
150 118 144 75 107 o4 72 55 63
160 124 152 80 112 67 76 57 66
170 130 160 85 1"y 71 81 60 70
180 137 1688 9D 121 75 86 63 73
180 143 177 96 126 79 a0 66 77
200 149 185 101 131 83 95 69 80
210 155 193 106 136 87 100 72 83
220 161 201 112 141 oA 104 75 87
230 168 210 117 145 @5 109 78 90
240 174 218 122 150 99 114 81 94
250 180 226, 128 185 103 119 &4 a7
275 196 247 141 167 113 130 61 106
300 21t 267 154 179 123 142 98 114
325 227 288 167 191 133 154 105 123
350 242 308 181 203 143 166 113 13
375 258 32¢ 194 215 153 177 120 140
400 273 349 207 227 164 189 127 148
425 289 370 220 239 173 201 134 157
450 304 380 234 251 183 213 142 165
475 320 411 247 263 193 224 149 174
500 320 431 260 275 203 236 156 182
550 366 472 287 289 223 260 1M 149
600 397 513 313 323 243 283 185 216

Equations Used

SINGLE-FAMILY DETACHED
Under 75 Units

AM peak-hour trips = 0.95(# of units)
PM peak-hour trips = 1.11(# of units)

75 Units and Over

AM peak-hour trips = 0.62(# of units} + 25
PM peak-hour trips = 0.82(# of units) + 21

TOWNHOUSES OR SINGLE-FAMILY ATTACHED
Under 100 Units

AM peak-hour trips = 0.48(# of uhits)
PM peak-hour trips = 0.83(# of units)

100 Units and Over

AM peak-hour trips = 0.53(# of units) - 5
PM peak-hour trips = 0.48(# of units) + 35

GARDEN & MID-RISE APARTMENTS
(one to nine stories)
Under 75 Units

AM peak-hour trips = 0.44{# of units)
PM peak-hour trips = 0.48(# of units)

75 Units and Over
AM peak-hour trips = 0.40(# of units) + 3
PM peak-hour trips = 0.47(# of units) + 1
HIGH-RISE APARTMENTS

{ten or more stories)

Under 100 Units

AM peak-hour trips = 0.40(# of units)
PM peak-hour trips = 0.46(# of units)

100 Units and Over

Al
AM peak-hour trips = 0.29(# of units) + 11
PM peak-hour trips = 0.34(# of units) + 12
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Table B-4: Number of Weekday Peak-

Hour Trips Generated by a Child
Day-Care Center

Table B-5: Number of
Weekday Peak-Hour Trips
Generated by a Private School

School Program

Number of Total AM Total PM
Staff Trips Trips
6 28 28
7 29 30
8 31 32
9 33 35
10 35 37
11 38 39
12 38 41
13 40 43
14 42 45
15 43 47
16 45 49
17 47 51
18 49 53
19 50 55
20 52 57
21 54 59
22 56 61
23 57 63
24 59 65
25 61 68

Diractional Distribution Trip Purpose

d Entering Exiting

New Pass-by Diverted

Peak

Perio
AM 53%
PM 49%

47%

51%

32% 27%
27% 12%

41%
61%

For six or fewer staff, there is no need for a traffic study
to satisfy LATR. The applicant may proffer a specific
schedule of the arrival and depariure of those staff
arriving during weekday peak periods specified in the

special exception statement of operation.

Number of for
Students Kindergarten to:
Enrolled 12" gt

Grade Grade
25 20 23
50 38 46
75 59 69
100 78 g2
125 98 115
150 117 138
175 137 181
200 156 184
225 176 207
250 195 230
275 215 253
300 234 276
325 254 299
350 273 322
375 293 345
400 312 368

Please note: For over 400 students, a
special study is required to determine the

trip-generation rate.

M-NCPPC
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Table B-6: Number of Weekday Peak-Hour Trips Generated by an
Automobile Filling Station

No. of With Fuel With Fuel and Garage Only With Fuel and Convenience With Fuel, Car Washes, and
Pumping Only : Store Only Convenience Store
Stations All Areas Upcounty Downcounty Upcounty Downcounty Upcounty Downcounty
AM PM AM PM AM M AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM
1 ! 15 11 17 1 11 12 22 12 12 17 22 17 15
2 23 30 22 33 22 22 25 44 25 25 35 44 35 30
3 34 45 33 50 33 33 a7 65 37 37 52 €5 52 45
4 45 60 44 87 44 44 49 87 49 48 69 a7 69 €0
5 57 75 g5 83 55 55 61 109 61 62 a7 109 87 75
6 68 s0 66 100 66 67 74 131 74 74 104 13 104 90
7 79 105 77 117 77 78 86 182 86 g6 121 152 121 106
8 80 120 88 133 88 89 98 174 98 89 139 174 139 121
9 102 135 89 150 99 100 111 186 1M 111 156 196 156 136
10 113 150 110 167 110 M 123 218 123 123 173 218 173 151
11 124 165 121 183 121 122 135 239 135 136 191 239 191 166
12 1386 180 132 200 132 133 147 261 147 148 208 261 208 181
13 147 194 143 217 143 144 160 283 160 160 225 283 225 186
14 158 209 154 233 154 155 172 305 172 172 243 305 243 211
15 170 224 165 250 165 166 184 326 184 185 260 326 260 226
" 18 181 239 176 267 176 177 196 348 196 197 277 348 277 241
17 192 254 187 283 187 189 209 370 209 209 295 370 285 256
18 204 268 198 300 198 200 223 392 22 222 312 w2 312 271
19 215 284 209 7 209 21 233 413 233 234 329 413 329 287
20 226 299 220 333 220 222 246 435 246 246 347 435 347 302
Rate per

Pumping 11.31 1486 11.00 1867 1100 11.09 1228 2175 1228 1232 17.33 2175 17.33 15.08
Station
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Appendix C: Weeég{ay Peak-Hour Trip-Generation
Rates and Directional Splits for the Bethesda,
Friendship Heights, and Silver Spring CBDs
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Table C-1: Weekday Morning and Evening Peak-Hour Trip-Generation
Rates for the Bethesda and Friendship Heights CBDs

% % Rate % %

Land Use Rate
Per Trip Rate Unit AM Peak-Hour In Out  PMPeak-Hour In Out
W Feak-hour Vehicle Trips per
Vehicle Trips per Unit Unit of
of Development Development

Office (1,000 sf) 1.50 85 15 1.50 25 75
Retail {1,000 sf) 0.65 50 50 2.60 50 50
Grocery Store (1,000 sf) 1.22 70 30 6.20 50 50
Residential High Rise 0.30 20 80 0.30 67 33
(dwelling unit) ' )

Residential Garden Apt. 0.45 20 80 0.45 67 33
{dwelling unit} ) )

Residential Townhouse 0.45 20 80 0.45 67 33
{dwelling unit) ' )

Residential Singie-Family 0.80 25 75 0.80 " 67 33
(dwelling unit) ) )

Hotel (room) 0.22 60 40 0.22 55 45
Miscellaneous Service

(1,000 sf) 1.30 50 50 1.30 50 50
Hospital (employee) 0.33 70 30 0.29 30 70
Industrial (1,000 sf) 1.10 85 15 1.10 15 85

Table C-2: Weekday Morning and Evening Peak-Hour Trip-Generation
Rates for the Silver Spring CBD

Morning _ Evening
Land Use Rate %in % Out Rate %in % Out
Office (existing vacant/1,000 sf) 1.60 85 15 1.60 15 85
Office (pending + future/1,000 sf) 1.40 85 15 1.40 15 85
Industrial (1,000 sf) 1.00 85 15 1.00 15 85
Retail (1,000 sf) 0.50 50 50 2.00 50 50
Residential (high rise) 0.30 20 80 0.30 70 30
Residential {townhouse) 0.45 20 80" 0.45 67 33
Hotel (room) 0.20 60 40 0.20 55 45
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' The Annual Growth Policy’s
Transportation Facilities Adequacy Test

The Annual Growth Policy’s transportation test is administered on a local area
basis. Previously (prior to July 1, 2004), the AGP also administered a transportation
adequacy test on a policy area basis. The AGP’s transportation test is called Local
Area Transportation Review (LATR). Since the mid 1970s, the Planning Board has
used LATR to determine if a proposed preliminary plan of subdivision will cause
unacceptable local traffic congestion at nearby critical intersections. Local Area
Transportation Review is required only for subdivisions that generate 30 or more '
weekday peak hour automobile trips.

In nﬂmlnmfpﬂno‘ IL.ATR. the ning Board must not approve a subdivision if §

aa TANSLLsAsaiel Ve L Raa Adai & Ay u-a. -.u.-.....aa.a..-.b et AT AL A AAVUY ALV Y W A DUMULY LO1IULL Il.

finds that an unacceptable peak r level of congestion will result after taking nto
account existing and programmed roads and transit. If a proposed subd1v1smn
causes conditions at a nearby intersection or roadway link to be worse than the
abauucuu, the appucanb may make intersection or rodaway link unprovemenl:s or
provide trip reduction measures to bring the intersection or roadway link back to
the standard and gain preliminary plan approval. If the subdivision will affect an
intersection or roadway link for which congestion is already unacceptable, then the
Planning Board may approve the subdivision only if it does not make the situation

worse.

Landowners may form development districts to finance the transportation
improvements needed to pass AGP transportation tests.

The Alternative Review Procedure for Metro Station Policy Areas allows
development in designated areas within Metro Station Policy Areas to meet LATR
test obligations by submitting a traffic study, mitigating 50 percent of their trips,
making a payment toward transportation improvements, participating in the
area’s transportation management organization, and submitting a traffic study to
. PN cxromar Menle Sammanosooo

Auci‘u..u_y intersection or I'Oa.dw'a.y 1NK huplu\lb‘lllb'!lbb that may be built with pl.lDllC
funds.

The Alternative Review Procedure for Golf Course Communities is available to any
planned unit development in the Fairland/White Oak policy area that includes a
golf course or other major amenity that is developed on a public/private partnership
basis. Such development need not take any action under Local Area Transportation
Review if the applicant pays to the County a Development Approval Payment and
submits a traffic study.

The Alternative Review Procedure for Corporate Headquarters Facilities is available
to certain non-residential development projects that are an expansion of an existing
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corporate headquarters facility. Qualifying projects can meet LATR requirements
by paying the Development Approval Payment, meeting mode share goals set by the
Planning Board, submitting a traffic study, and other conditions.

The Alternative Review Procedure for Strategic Economic Development Projects is
available to certain non-residential development projects that have been designated
“Strategic Economic Development Projects” by the County Council. Qualifying
projects can meet LATR requirements by paying double the applicable
transportation impact tax and submitting a traffic study.
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Appendix E: Trip Distribution and Traffic
Assignment Guidelines | |
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Introduction

This document provides trip distribution guidance to be used in all traffic studies
prepared for development sites in Montgomery County. Vehicle trip distribution
and trip assignment are described in Sections VII-D and VII-F, respectively, of the
Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines. For most development sites, the
process described in the LATR Guidelines is a combination of trip distribution and
traffic assignment.

Definitions

Trip distribution specifies the location where trips, which originate at a
development site, are destined to and the origin of trips, which are destined to a
development site.

Traffic assignment specifies the individual local area intersections used to access
(enter and leave) a development site.

Discussion

The tables in this document provide generalized assumptions for trip distribution
for both background development(s) and the development site. For the purpose of
reviewing trip distribution, Transportation Planning staff divided the region into 16
geographic areas, called super-districts. Eleven of these super-districts are in
Montgomery County, as shown in Figure E-1. The remaining five super-districts
represent neighboring jurisdictions.

The trip distribution assumptions are contained in Tables E-1 through E-11 for
developments within each of the eleven super-districts in Montgomery County. For
each super-district, the assumed distribution of trips for general office development
and for residential development is listed. For instance, 18.1% of trips generated by a
general office development in Germantown (see Table E-9) would be expected to
travel to or from Frederick County. However, only 2.0% of trips generated by a
residential development in Germantown would be expected to travel to or from
Frederick County.

The trip distribution assumptions in these tables are based on 1990 census Jjourney-
to-work information, updated to reflect regional housing and employment totals as
of 1998. The distribution for residential development in each super-district is based
on the reported workplace locations for 1990 census respondents who lived in that
super-district. Similarly, the distribution for office development for each super-
district is based on the distribution of all census households nationwide that
reported a workplace in that super-district. Trip distribution for other land uses will
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be decided based on consultation with staff and the applicant prior to submission of
the traffic study. :

The application of the trip distribution information in Tables E-1 through E-11 is
straightforward in cases where a traffic study has a limited number of alternate
routes. In other cases, judgment is required to convert the trip distribution
e e d s fdn b LT mociatiened T Eameme o biae ol ey Fln T oAnnal
HHIOIIldauloIil 1L wrdailiv dbblglllllcllb 111105111AaLIUIL UD 1ilg Ll Lauial
Area Transportation Review.
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Figure E-2 provides an example of how the trip distribution information can be
converted fto traffic assignment information for a hypothetical case in the
Rockville/North Bethesda super-district with both office and . residential
components.

The leftmost column of data shows the trip distribution by super-district as found in
Table E-4 (used for development in the Rockville/North Bethesda super-district).
The information located in the center of the table (inside the boxes) describes the
assumed route, or assignment, taken for trips between the site and each super-
district. The data inside the boxes must be developed using judgment and confirmed
by Transportation Planning staff- The rightmost portion of the table multiplies the
percent of trips distributed to each super-district by the percent of trips from that
super-district assigned to each route to calculate the percent of total site-generated
trips using each combination of distribution and assignment. The assignment data
is then summed to develop an aggregate trip assignment for the trips generated by

the office and residential components of the site, respectively.
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Figure E-1: Super Districts in Montgomery County

Montgomery County Department of Park and Planning
Travel/2 Super Districts

Rural - East of 1-270
"

Rurail - West of I-270
10

Figure 1 A

{3 Super District Borders N
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Trip Distribution - Assignment Matrix
Hypothellchl Case In North Bethesda with both Office and Residential Components

Part 1, Office Componant

Bethesds

Sitved Spring

Polomac

Rotkvile

Kensingten

Fairland

Gaithersburg

Otney

Gearmantown
Agriculiural Arga {West)
Agrculiural Area (East)
Waahington, DC

Princw Georga's County
Vieginia

Fredenck County
Howard County

TOTAL

Farnt 2, Resldentisl Camponem

Bathipsda

Siver Spring

Polomic

Rockvlia

Kensington

Fairtand

Gaithernstug

Clngy

Germanigwn
Agricullural Area (Wesd)
Agriculiuisl Aiea (Easi]
Washinglon, DC

Princa Gaorge’s County
Viginia

Fredarick County
Hewand County

TOTAL

Trip
distrlbubion
by

super Wiskict

3.8%
2.2%
8.0%
12.8%
1.2%
4%
14.4%
8.5%
6.5%
09%
A%
16%
a8y
T8,
4 8%
1%

100.0%

Teip
disiribution
by
supes-district

15 6%
2.4%
3%

31.0%
25%
0

10.6%
11%
1.0%
0.0%

a9y
¢

119%
$.1%
2.1%
0.5%
orv

100.0%

Teip assigisnent for arigin by supat-disirdct

Monlrese MDD 355 Randeiph  MD35%%  MD 187
wes\ narth easl souih SOUHir
S0% 50%
0%
80% 20%
25% 5%
s 20%
B 0%
7hYy, 25%
20% 50% 0%
90% 10%
100%
A% 10% 20%
0% 0%
100%
0% 10% 10%
100%
0%, 0% 80%
Trp assigrengat lor orgin by super-dsinict
Montrose  MD 355 Randolph  MD 355. 8D 187
winsd naihy aasd south sculh
50% 50%
100%
B0% 20%
25% 5%
B0% 20%
80% 0%
Ta% 25%
20% 50% 0%
90% 10%
100%
0% 40% 20%
% 0%
100%
80% 10% 0%
100%
10% 10% 80%

TOTAL

100%
100%
100%
K%
1%
100%
1007%
100%
1%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

TOTAL

100%
100%
$00%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
1004
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Trip assignmaent for development case

Montrase
waos|

00%
0.0%
0.4%
312%
0.0%
D.U%
10 8%
17%
50%
9%
1 7%
2 5%
0%
2%
4 6%
o0

41.9%

USE ==» 44,

M 355 Raadoiph

uify

Q0%
0 0%
0 0%
9 6%
0%
0.0%
16%
€3%
0%
0%
17%
oo%
00%
0 0%
00%
0%

20.1%

20%

easl

00%
o 0%
0%
00%
5.8%
3.3%
0.0%
25%
o.0%
00%
0BY%
00%
00%
08%
00%
0%

13.5%

4%

MD 355
south

1.8%
2.2%
D.0%
00%
14%
0.6%
0.0%
9.0%
Q0%
0 0%
0%
11%
88%
0 0%
0 0%
2 %%

10.4%

18%

Trip assignmenl for developmen! cate

Montrase
west

00%
0.0%
26%
1.8%
0.0%
0.0%
8.0%
0%
0.9%
0.0%

0 1ee
01%

9.7%
0.0%
7.6%
0 5%
0.0%

%

LUSE ma> h1A

MO0 355 Randolph

noih

0.0%
00%
0.0%
23.3%
00%
0.0%
2.1%
0.9%
01%
00%

n1ac
Ui

00%
00%
0.0%
0%
0.1%

TT.0%

2

00%
00%
0%
00%
2 1%
06%
00%
05%
Q0%
Q0%
80%
00%
Q0%
10%
0.0%
01%

4.2%

4%

MD 355
south

7 8%
24%
GoO%
00%
05%
01%
0.0%
0%
o0%
00%

A hne
Ve

42%
a1%
90%
90%
06%

21I%

2,

MO 187
santh

t8%
0 0%
16%
00%
0 0%
0 0%
0.0
00%
(1515
00%
Q0%
00%
00%
0 8%
0.0%
0 0%

4.1%

4%

MO 187
south

1A%
0.0%
07%
0 0%
0 0%
00%
o o%
oon
oo,
ao%
$o%
00%
0o%
10%
00%
0.0%

9.4%

%

80%
12 6%
2%
4 1%
14 4%
85%
55%
0 9%
A%
36%
8.8%
T8%
46%
29%

100.0%

" 100%

TOTAL

156%
Z4%
II%

0%
26%
0%

106%
7%
10%
G 0%

-]
U £Te

11 8%
B 1%
87%
05%
07%

100.0%

1eo%
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Table E-1: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 1:

Bethesda / Chevy Chase
Auto-Driver Trip Distribution for Development in Super District 1:
-Bethesda/Chevy Chase
Trip Distribution to Super District for Office Resicential
Development | Development

1. Bethesda/Chevy Chase 11.7% 22.8%
2. Silver Spring/Takoma Park 3.8% 2.1%
3. Potomac/Darnestown/Travilah 7.3% 1.8%
4. Rockville/North Bethesda 9.4% 9.8%
5. Kensington/Wheaton 8.7% 1.6%
6. White Oak/Fairland/Cloverly 4.3% 0.7%
7. Gaithersburg/Shady Grove 7.5% 4.0%
8. Aspen Hill/Glney 5.1% 0.4%
9. Germantown/Clarksburg 3.3% 0.2%
10. Rural: West of I-270 0.6% 0.0%
11. Rural; East of I-270 2.0% 0.15%
12. Washington, DC 7.4% .39.5%
13. Prince George's County 12.4% 4.6%
14. Virginia 12.2% 11.7%
15. Frederick County 2.1% 0.2%
16. Howard County 2.2% 0.5%

Table E-2: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 2:

Silver Spring/ Takoma Park

Auto-Driver Trip Distribution for Development in Super District 2:

Silver Spring/Takoma Park
Trip Distribution to Super District for Office Residential
Development | Development
1. Bethesda/Chevy Chase 2.2% 9.1%
2. Silver Spring/Takoma Park 11.5% 13.3%
3. Potomac/Darnestown/Travilah 2.2% 0.9%
4. Rockville/North Bethesdsa 3.0% 7.7%
5. Kensington/Wheaton 10.0% 4.6%
6. White Oak/Fairland/Cloverly 11.9% 2.7%
7. Gaithersburg/Shady Grove 3.9% 4.2%
8. Aspen Hill/Olney 6.3% 0.8%
9. Germantown/Clarksburg 1.3% 0.6%
10. Rural: West of I-270 0.1% 0.6%
11. Rural: East of I-270 2.8% 0.2%
12. Washington, DC 7.2% 32.5%
13. Prince George’s County 24.5% 12.8%
14. Virginia 6.4% 8.9%
15. Frederick County 1.1% 0.2%
16. Howard County 5.6% T 1.4%
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Table E-3: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 3:
Potomac/ Darnestown / Travilah '

Auto-Driver Trip Distribution for Development in Super District 3:
Potomac/Darnestown/ Travilah

Trip Distribution to Super District for Office Residential
Development | Development
1. Bethesda/Chevy Chase 5.7% 13.0%
2. Silver Spring/Takoma Park 2.4% 1.9%
3. Potomac/Darnestown/Travilah 21.0% 6.2%
4. Rockville/North Bethesda 12.1% 20.5%
5. Kensington/Wheaton 6.8% 1.4%
6. White Oak/Fairland/Cloverly 2.3% 0.7%.
7. Gaithersburg/Shady Grove 11.1% 13.3%
8. Aspen Hil)/Olney 5.1% 0.6%
9. Germantown/Clarksbhurg 4.5% 1.7%
10. Rural; West of 1-270 1.1% 0.1%
11. Rural: East of I-270 2.2% 0.2%
12. Washington, DC 3.8% 22.1%
13. Prince George’s County 7.2% 5.1%
14. Virginia 10.4% 12.4%
15. Frederick County 2.8% 0.4%
16. Howard County 1.5% 0.4%

Table E-4: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 4:
Rockuille / North Bethesda

Auto-Driver Trip Distribution for Development in Super District 4:

Rockville/North Bethesda
Trip Distribution to Super District for Office Residential
Development | Development
1. Bethesda/Chevy Chase 3.5% 15.6%
2. Silver Spring/Takoma Park 2.2% 24%
3. Potomac/Darnestown/Travilah 8.0% 3.3%
4. Rockville/North Bethesda 12.8% 31.0%
5. Kensington/Wheaton 7.2% 2.6%
5. White OQak/Fairland/Cloverly 4.1% 0.7%
7. Gaithersburg/Shady Grove 14.4% 10.6%
8. Aspen Hill/Olney 8.5% 1.7%
9. Germantown/Clarksburg 6.5% 1.0%
10. Rural: West of 1-270 0.9% 0.0%
11, Rural; East of I-270 4.2% 0.2%
12. Washington, DC 3.6% 13.9%
13. Prince George’s County 8.8% 6.1%
14. Virginia 7.8% 9.7%
15. Frederick County 4.6% 0.5%
16. Howard County 2.9% . 0.7%

M-NCPPC
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Table E-5: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 5:

Kensington/ Wheaton
Auto-Driver Trip Distribution for Development in Super District 5:
Kensington/Wheaton
Trip Distribution to Super District for Office Residential
Development | Development

1. Bethesda/Chevy Chase 2.7% 12.3%
2. Silver Spring/Takoma Park 6.2% 6.9%
3. Potomac/Darnestown/Travilah 2.6% 1.6%
4. Rockville/North Bethesda 5.1% 14.8%
5. Kensington/Wheaton 26.0% 11.1%
6. White Oak/Fairland/Cioverly 10.6% 2.2%
7. Gaithersburg/Shady Grove 5.5% 6.0%
8. Aspen Hill/Olney 10.3% 2.0%
§. Germantown/Clarksburg 2.1% 0.6%
10. Rural: West of 1-270 0.2% 0.0%
11. Rural: East of I-270 4.3% 0.4%
12. Washington, DC 3.7% 22.6%
13. Prince George’s County 11.9% 8.5%
14. Virginia 4.1% 8.2%
15. Frederick County 1.5% 0.2%
16. Howard County 3.2% 1.5%

Table E-6: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 6:

White Oak/ Fairland / Cloverly

Auto-Driver Trip Distribution for Development in Super District 6:
White Oak/Fairland/ Cloverly

Trip Distribution to Super District for Office Residential
Development | Development
1. Bethesda/Chevy Chase 1.3% 6.8%
2. Silver Spring/Takoma Park 4.5% 9.0%
3. Potomac/Darnestown/Travilah 1.7% 0.6%
4. Rockville/North Bethesda 1.7% 5.3%
5. Kensington/Wheaton 6.1% 5.0%
6. White Oak/Fairland/Cloverly 23.5% 9.3%
7. Gaithersburg/Shady Grove 3.2% 3.8%
8. Aspen Hill/Olney 6.2% 1.4%
9. Germantown/Clarksburg 0.4% 0.4%
10. Rural: West of I-270 0.1% 0.0%
11. Rural: East of I-270 2.8% 1.1%
12. Washington, DC 3.7% 23.4%
13. Prince George’s County . 26.4% 20.1%
14. Virginia v 3.4% 7.1%
15. Frederick County ' 1.6% 0.0%
16. Howard County 13.4% 2.7%
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Table E-7: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 7:

Gaithersburg/Shady Grove

Gaithersburg/Shady Grove

Auto-Driver Trip Distribution for Development in Super District 7:

Trip Distribution to Super District for Office Residential
Development | Development
1. Bethesda/Chevy Chase 1.8% 8.5%
2. Silver Spring/Takoma Park 1.5% 2.2%
3. Potomac/Darnestown/Travilah 6.6% 2.1%
4. Rockville/North Bethesda 5.6% 23.7%
5. Kensington/Wheaton 3.7% 1.9%
6. White Oak/Fairland/Cloverly 2.2% 0.9%
7. Gaithersburg/Shady Grove 25.2% 32.4%
8. Aspen Hill/Olney 5.3% 1.8%
9. Germantown/Clarksburg 10.9% 3.4%
10. Rural: West of I-270 1.6% 0.1%
11. Rural: East of I-270 7.1% 0.8%
12, Washington, DC 2.5% _ 8.4%
13. Prince George's County 6.7% 4.0%
14. Virginia 4.6% 7.9%
15. Frederick County 12.1% 1.3%
16. Howard County 2.6% 0.6%

Table E-8: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 8:

Aspen Hill/Olney
Auto-Driver Trip Distribution for Development in Super District 8:
Aspen Hill/Olne .
Trip Distribution to Super District for Office Residential
Development | Development

1. Bethesda/Chevy Chase 1.2% 9.3%
2. Silver Spring/Takoma Park 1.9% 5.5%
3. Potomac¢/Darnestown/Travilah 1.9% 1.5%
4. Rockville/North Bethesda 6.1% 22.5%
5. Kensington/Wheaton 8.6% 5.7%
6. White Oak/Fairland/Cloverly 5.5% 2.8%
7. Gaithersburg/Shady Grove 9.4% 11.0%
8. Aspen Hill/Olney 26.0% 8.1%
9. Germantown/Clarksburg 3.1% 0.8%
10. Rural: West of I-270 0.1% 0.1%
11. Rural; East of I-270 14.1% 1.3%
12. Washington, DC 2.2% 15.2%
13. Prince George’s County 6.4% 1.7%
14. Virginia . 3.1% 6.2%
15. Frederick County 4.7% T 0.4%
16. Howard County 5.7% 1.9%
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Table E-9: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 9:

Germantown/Clarksburg

Auto-Driver Trip Distribution for Development in Super District 9:

Germantown/ Clarksburg
Trip Distribution to Super District for Office Residential
Development | Development
1. Bethesda/Chevy Chase 0.6% 8.1%
2. Silver Spring/Takoma Park 1.4% 1.6%
3. Potomac/Darnestown/Travilah 5.5% 1.8%
4. Rockville/North Bethesda 3.5% 22.9%
5. Kensington/Wheaton 2.3% 1.6%
6. White Oak/Fairland/Cloverly 1.6% 0.2%
7. Gaithersburg/Shady Grove 17.2% 30.2%
8. Aspen Hill/Olney 2.5% 1.3%
9. Germantown/Clarksburg 25.2% 10.5%
10, Rural: West of I-270 2.6% 0.1%
11. Rural: East of 1-270 8.0% 1.0%
12, Washington, DC 0.7% 7.0%
13. Prince George’s County 5.8% 3.8%
14. Virginia 3.0% 7.4%
15. Frederick County 18.1% 2.0%
16. Howard County 2.1% 0.5%

Table E-10: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 10:

Rural — West of I-270

Auto-Driver Trip Distribution for Development in Super District 10;

Rural — West of 1-270

Trip Distribution to Super Distriet for Office Residential
Development | Development
1. Bethesda/Chevy Chase 0.8% 9.7%
2. Silver Spring/Takoma Park 2.7% 0.7%
3. Potomac/Darnestown/Travilah 4.3% 2.9%
4. Rockville/North Bethesda 2.1% 20.1%
5. Kensington/Wheaton 0.8% 1.2%
6. White Oak/Fairland/Cloverly 0.0% 0.4%
7. Gaithersburg/Shady Grove 7.0% 30.0%
8. Aspen Hill/Olney 3.0% 0.4%
9. Germantown/Clarksburg 4.1% 7.1%
10. Rural: West of I-270 47.7% 9.1%
11. Rural: East of I-270 1.7% 0.5%
12. Washington, DC 0.0% 7.4%
13. Prince George’s County 2.1% 1.7%
14, Virginia v 4.8% 4.5%
15. Frederick County 18.9% 3.8%
16. Howard County 0.0% 0.5%
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Table E-11: Trip Distribution Report in Super District 11:
Rural — East of I-270

Rural - East of I-270

Auto-Driver Trip Distribution for Development in Super District 11:

Trip Distribution to Super District for Office Residential
Development | Development
1. Bethesda/Chevy Chase 0.4% 5.9%
2. Silver Spring/Takoma Park 0.8% 3.9%
3. Potomac/Darnestown/Travilah 1.3% 1.0%
4. Rockville/North Bethesda 1.3% 17.7%
5. Kensington/Wheaton 3.4% 3.8%
6. White Oak/Fairland/Cloverly 8.8% 2.1%.
7. Gaithersburg/Shady Grove 9.0% 23.5%
8. Aspen Hill/Olney 8.8% 8.9%
9. Germantown/Clarksburg 4.9% 4.1%
10. Rural: West of I-270 0.4% 0.1%
11. Rural: East of I-270 29.5% 6.7%
12. Washington, DC 0.5% 7.3%
13, Pringce ﬂnnrcra s Count v 9.8% 7.0%
14. Virginia 0.5% 5.2%
15. Frederick County 10.5% 2.0%
16. Howard County 12.1% 2.8%
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Appendix F: Prioritization Strateqy, Planning
Board Draft of the Countywide Bikeways
Functional Master Plan (as of April 2004)
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In April 2004, the Montgomery County Planning Board approved the Planning Board (Final) Draft of the
Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan, the County’s first comprehensive, countywide plan update
for bicycle transportation in 25 years. The plan establishes a vision of an extensive network of bikeways
of many types throughout the County, to meet the needs of different cycling groups and encourage
bicycle use for work and other trips. Under the prioritization strategy for the bikeways plan, any bikeway
providing a direct connection, or serving as part of a vital connection, to a countywide destination or
activity center is considered a high priority.

Foliowing are lists of bikeways categorized by activity center in order to inform the public, decision
makers and developers on which bikeways are higher priorities in the context of this plan. This list is
borrowed from pages 74 through 79 of the plan. Also included at the end of this appendix is Table 2-2
from the plan that lists all countywide bikeways organized by community planning area. Including the
table in this appendix allows for a quick reference to full descriptions of the countywide bikeway
priorities listed below.

Major activity centers and countywide destinations, as defined in Chapter 2, include:
* Transit Stations (Metrorail, MARC and Corridor Cities Transitway)
* Municipalities, Central Business Districts (CBDs) and Town Centers
+ Major employment centers located ou.tside municipalities and CBDs

* Hard surface park trail corridors

Bikeways Connecting to Transit

Metrorail

The following bikeways provide direct or near direct connections to Metrorail stations.

Bethesda
+ Woodmont Avenue (BL-6), Elm Street (BL-7), Edgemoor Lane (SR-8), Norfolk Avenue (p/o SR-

11), Bethesda Avenue (SR-9)

Forest Glen
* Forest Glen Road (SP-13, SR-22, SR-23), Georgia Avenue (SR-19), Georgia Avenue alternative

{SR-20), Forest Glen-Silver Spring connector (SR-52)

Friendship Heights
* Western Avenue (SP-7), Willard Avenue (BL-8, SR-12), Wisconsin Avenue path (SP-8), River

Road (DB-2), other bikeways in the D.C. bicycle master plan that connect or lead to the Metro
station.

Glenmont
» Georgia Avenue (SP-29), Layhill Road (BL-18), Randolph Ro?d (SP-26), Glenallen Road (SP-24)
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Grogvenor
» Tuckerman Lane (BL-23, SP-42), Beach Drive (SR-16), Grosvenor Lane (SR-36), Strathmore
Averue (SR-18), Strathmore Avenue - Grosvenor Metro connector (SP-11), Garrett Park -
Grosvenor Metro connector (SR-57) .

Medical Center - NIH _
+ Wisconsin Avenue/Woodmont Avenue (SP-62), West Cedar Lane (SP-4), Jones Bridge Road
(SR-3), Fermwood Road/Greentree Road (BL-4), Cedar Lane/Summit Avenue (SR-54), Beach

Drive (SR-16)

Rockville
+ Norbeck Road {(SP-52, SR-38), Falls Road (DB-19), Gude Drive (§P-51), Damestown Road -
south (SP-59), multiple bikeways in the City of Rockville Bikeway Master Plan

Shady Grove
* Rediand Road (BL-29), Needwood Road (DB-14), Shady Grove Road-East (BL-30), Shady

Grove Road - West (DB-15), Crabbs Branch Way (SP-53), Frederick Road (SP-64), Corridor
Cities Transitway bike path (SP-66), Bowie Mill Road (BL-20), Muncaster Mill Road (BL-35),
numerous bikeways in the City of Rockville bikeway master plan that pass through or adjacent to
the King Farm community

Silver Spring
» Interim Capital Crescent Trail (SR-63), Georgetown Branch Trail (SP-6), Metropolitan Branch

Trail (SP-12), Wayne Avenue Green Trail (SP-10), Sligo Creek Parkway (SR-14), Sligo Creek
Trail-Silver Spring Metro connector (SR-15), Colesville Road/MD 384 connector to Silver Spring
Metro Station (DB-6), East-West Highway (SP-9), Columbia Pike/ US 29 - south (SR-31), Forest
Glen-Silver Spring CBD Connector (SR-52)

Takoma Park (D.C.)
» Metropolitan Branch Trail (SP-12), Carroll Avenue (BL-10), Piney Branch Road (SR-49), Sligo
Creek Parkway (SR-14), Sligo Creek-Takoma Metrorail Connector (SR-51)

Twinbrook
» North Bethesda Trail (SP-41), Rockville Pike (SP-49), Twinbrook Parkway (BL-28), Nicholson
Lane/Parklawn Drive (BL-27), Montrose Parkway (SP-50), Randolph Road (BL-15), Nebel
. Street extended (SP-47)

Wheaton
» Veirs Mill Road alternative (SR-21), Plyers Mill Road (SR-24), Georgia Avenue (SR-19),
Georgia Avenue alternative (SR-20), University Boulevard (DB-5)

White Flint
+ North Bethesda Trail (SP-41), Tilden Lane (BL-24), East Jefferson Street (DB-22), Executive
Boulevard (BL-25), Nicholson Lane (SR-37), Marinelli Road (SP-45), Nicholson Lane/Parklawn
Drive (BL-27), Nebel Street-south (DB-13), Nebel Street-north (BL-26), Old Georgetown Road
{5P-46), Montrose Parkway (SP-50), Randelph Road (BL-15)
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MARC

The following bikeways provide direct or near direct connections to MARC stations.

Silver Spring
» Same as Metro Station

Kensington

» Strathmore Avenue (SR-18), Connecticut Avenue corridor (SR-17), Players Mill Road (SR-24)

Garrett Park

+ Strathmore Avenue (SR-18), Beach Drive (SR-16), Beach Drive-Grosvenor Metrorail Connector
{5R-57), Strathmore-Grosvenor Metrorail Connector Path (SP-11)

Rocloville
« Same as Metro Station

Washington Grove

» City of Gaithersburg bike plan

Gaithersburg

+ City of Gaithersburg bike plan

Metropolitan Grove

» Corridor Cities Transitway bike path (SP-66), Long Draft Road (SP-60), Clopper Road (DB-17),

Quince Orchard Road (SP-58), local bikeways in the City of Gaithersburg bike plan

Germantown

+ Germantown Road DB-25), Father Hurley Boulevard {SP-68), Middlebrook Road (SP-71),
Observation Drive (SP-69)

Boyds

- Clarksburg Road (DB-18), Barnesville Road (SR-40), Clopper Road (DB-17)

Bameswille

+ Beallsville Road (SR47)

Dickerson
» Dickerson Road (SR-42)
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Corridor Cities Transitway

Actual stops for this new transitway have yet to be determined, therefore this list comprises those

bikeways that would intersect with the currently proposed route (south to north)

» Frederick Road (SP-64), Shady Grove Road-west (DB-15), Great Seneca Highway (SP-63),
Muddy Branch Road (DB-24), Quince Orchard Road (SP-58), Clopper Road (DB-17),
Middlebrook Road (SP-71), Germantown Road (DB-25), Observation Drive (SP-69), Father
Hurley Boulevard (SP-68), Old Baltimore Road/Newcut Road (DB-26),

Illﬂl.l.n"\l porm A o wm

Bikeways Connecting to Mu
and Town Centers

District of Columbia )
« MacArthur Boulevard (DB-1), Massachusetts Avenue (SR-50), River Road (DB-2), Brookville
Road (SR-4), Beach Drive (SR-16), Jones Mill Road (SR-28), Colesville Road (DB-6),
Metropolitan Branch Trail (SP-12) Piney Branch Road (SR-49), Carroll Avenue (BL-10), New
Hampshire Avenue (DB-7)

City of Rockville
» Darnestown Road (DB-16), Travilah Road (SP-57), Piney Meetinghouse Road (SP-56), Shady
Grove Road-west (DB-15), Shady Grove Road-east (BL-30), Falls Road (SP-1), Gude Drive (SP-
51}, Darnestown Road-south (SP-59), Seven Locks Road (DB-3), multiple bikeways in the City
of Rockville Bikeway Master Plan

City of Gaithersburg

. » Great Seneca Highway (SP-63), Longdraft Road (SP-60), Clopper Road (DB-17), Corridor
Cities Transitway Bike Path (SP-66), Damestown Road (DB-16), Quince Orchard Road (SP-58),
Dufief Mill Road (BL-32), Riffleford Road (BL-34), Muddy Branch Road (DB-24), Frederick
Avenue (SP-72), MidCounty Highway (SP-70), Watkins Mill Road (SP-74)}, Goshen Road (DB-
29), Shady Grove Road-east (BL-30), Shady Grove Road -west (DB-15)

City of Takoma Park
+ Metropolitan Branch Trail (SP-12), Carroll Avenue (BL-10}, Piney Branch Road (SR-49), New
Hampshire Avenue (DB-7), University Boulevard (DB-5), Sligo Creek-Takoma Metrorail
Connector (SR-51)

Town of Poolesville
» Whites Ferry -Poolesville connector (SR-46), Whites Ferry Road (SR-45), Beallsville Road (SR-
47)

Town of Laytonsville
* Olney-Laytonsville Road (SP-36), Laytonsville Road (S8R-43), Sundown/Brink Road (SR-62)

Town of Barnesville
+ Beallsville Road (SR-47), Barnesville Road (SR-40)
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Town of Kensington
» Connecticut Avenue alternative (SR-17), Plyers Mill Road (SR-24), Strathmore Avenue (SR-18),
Cedar Lane/Summit Avenue (SR-54)

Bethesda CBD
» Georgetown Branch Trail (SP-6),Bradley Boulevard (DB-4), Bradley Lane (SR

Avpnna/WnnAmnnf Avpnnp (QD ﬁ')\ Wﬂenﬁ 'l ane {BL_z, SR_z)’ Goldbﬁrﬁ .I.D\U
Bridge Road (SR-3)

Silver Spring CBD
+ Interim Capital Crescent Trail (SR~63), Georgetown Branch Trail/Future Capital Crescent Trail
(SP-6), Metropolitan Branch Trail (SP-12), MD 384 connector to Silver Spring Metro Station
(DB-6), Sligo Creek Trail - Silver Spring Metro connector (SR-15), US 29/Columbia Pike - south
(SR-31), East West Highway (SP-9), Forest Glen-Silver Spring CBD Connector {SR-52), Wayne
Avenue Green Trail (SP-10)

Wheaton CBD
» Plyers Mill Road (SR-24), Westficld Shopping Town connector (SR-25), Westfield Shopping
Town Mall Ring Road (SR-26), Veirs Mill Road alternative (SR-21), Reedie Drive (SR-27),

Af‘l‘l]‘lPTCf A\!FTI'I'IPJ’Q]IG’{\ (-‘rpp]( Trnﬂ connector fQD '7'7\ ‘[Tf}.l'\r’ers}.t}' Buul\.«valu \DB"J), GCUIE]Q

Avenue (SR-19), Georgxa Road alternative (SR-ZO)

Germantown Town Center
» Great Seneca Highway (SP-63), Corridor Cities Transitway Bike Path (SP-66), Germantown Road
(DB-25), Father Hurley Boulevard/Ridge Road (SP-68), Middlebrook Road (SP-71)

Olney Town Center
* Olney-Laytonsville Road-Olney West (SP-34), Olney-Sandy Spring Road-Olney East (SP-35),

Olney-Sandy Spring Road-Ashton (SP-37), Georgia Avenue - North (SP-39), Georgia Avenuc-
Upcounty (BL-22), Bowie Mill Road (BL-20), Hines Road - North Branch connector (SP-33),
Hines Road (BL-19), Norwood Road (SP-38)

Clarkshure Town Center

g T

+ Corridor Cities Transitway Bike Path (SP-66), Frederick Road - upcounty (SP-71), Clarksburg
Road (DB-18), Old Baltimore Road-New Cut Road (DB-26), MidCounty Highway (SP-70)

Damascus Town Center
+ Ridge Road (SR-39), Woodfield Road (DB-19, SR-61), Damascus Road (SR-44), Kemptown
Road (SR-48)
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Bikeways Connecting to Other Employment Centers

US 29 Cornidor
+ ICC bike path (SP-40), Old Columbia Pike (BL-12), Columbia Pike (DB-9), MD 198 (SP-20, SP-
21), Greencastle Road (SP-23), Robey Road (SP-22), Briggs Chaney Road (BL-14), Fairland
Road (BL-13), East Randolph Road/Cherry Hill Road (SP-16), New Hampshire Avenue (DB-7),
Lockwood Drive (DB-10}), Columbia Pike-south (SR-31)

North Bethesda/White Flint
+ North Bethesda Trail (SP-41), Tilden Lane (BL-24), Executive Boulevard (BL-25), East Jefferson
Street (DB-22), Marinelli Road (SP-45), Old Georgetown Road (SP-46), Nebel Street-south (DB-
13), Nebel Street-north (BL-26), Nebel Street extended (SP-47), Nicholson Lane (SR-37),
Nicholson Lane/Parklawn Drive (BL-27)

Rock Spring Office Park
+ Rock Springs connector (SP-48), Fernwood Road/Greentree Road (BL-4), Tuckerman Lane (SP-

42, BL-23), Democracy Boulevard (SP-2), Grosvenor Lane (SR-36), Old Georgetown Road -
Wildwood Shopping Center Path (SP-1)

Medical Center/NIH
= Same as Medical Center/NIH Metro Station

Bikeways Connecting to Major County Park Trails

Rock Creek Trail/Beach Drive

» Woodbine Street (SR-5), East West Highway (SP-9), Georgetown Branch Trail (SP-6), Jones Mill
Road SR-28), Jones Bridge Road (SR-3), Kensington Parkway (SR-29), Rock Creek Trail -
Forest Glen Metro Station connector (SP-14), West Cedar Lane (DB-21), Cedar Lane/Summit
Avenue (SR-54), Grosvenor Lane {(SR-36), Tuckerman Lane (SP-42), Strathmore Avenue (SR-
18), Randolph Road (BL-15), Montrose Parkway (SP-50), Veirs Mill Road (BL-16), Aspen Hill
Road (SR-32) Baltimore Road (Rockville plan), Norbeck Road (SR-38), Southlawn Drive
(Rockville plan), Needwood Road (DB-14), ICC bike path (SP-40), Muncaster Mill Road (BL-
35), Hines Road-Rock Creek connector (SP-33), Bowie Mill Road (BL-20), Olney-Laytonsville
Road (SP-36)

Sligo Creek Trail/Sligo Creek Parkway
+ New Hampshire Avenue (DB-7), Carroll Avenue (BL-10), Piney Branch Road {SR-49), Wayne

Avenue Green Trail (SP-10}, Franklin Avenue (SR-13), Sligo Creek Trail - Silver Spring Metro
Station connector (SR-15), Columbia Pike-south (SR-31), Forest Glen Road (SP-13, SR-23),
Plyers Mill Road - Sligo Creek Trail connector (SR-55), Untversity Boulevard (DB-5), Amherst
Avenue-Sligo Creek Trail connector (SP-77)

Capital Crescent Trail/Georgetown Branch Trail
+ MacArthur Boulevard (DB-1), Massachusetts Avenue (SR-50) River Road (DB-2), Bradiey
Boulevard (DB-4), Jones Bridge Road (SR-3), Jones Mill Road (SR-28), NIH-Georgetown
Branch Connector (SR-11), NIH-CCT connector alternative (SR-10), East-West Highway (SP-9),
L Metropolitan Branch Trail (SP-12) .
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Matthew Henson Trail :
« Montrose Parkway (SP-50), Veirs Mill Road altemnative (SR-21), Connecticut Avenue corridor
(SR-17), Connecticut Avenue -Aspen Hiil (SP-27), Georgia Avenue - North (SP-29), Layhill
Road (BL-18), ICC bike path (SP40)

Shared Use Paths Providing Significant Pedestrian Benefits

The following shared use paths (or dual bikeways that include a shared use path) currently serve as
important direct pedestrian connections to a countywide or local destination or have the potential in the
future to serve as an important pedestrian connection. Therefore, these paths should be considered higher
priority than other shared use paths.

« MacArthur Boulevard (DB-1); River Road (DB-2); Falls Road (DB-19); Democracy Boulevard
(SP-2; DB-20); North Bethesda Trail - NIH connector (SP-3); Cedar Lane (SP-4); Wisconsin
Avenue/Woodmont Avenue (SP-62); Georgetown Branch Trail/Future Capital Crescent Trail
(SP-6); Western Avenue (SP-7); Wisconsin Avenue (SP-8); East-West Highway (SP-9); Silver
Spring Green Trail (SP-10); University Boulevard (DB-5); MD384 connector to Silver Spring
Metrorail station (DB-6); Forest Glen Road-central (SP-13); Rock Creek Trail-Forest Glen Metro
connector (SP-14); New Hampshire Avenue - Hillendale/Takoma Park (DB-7); New Hampshire
Avenue - Ashton (SP-15); Lockwood Drive (DB-10); Fairland Road - east (SP-18); Spencerville
Road (SP-20); Randolph Road (SP-25, SP-26); Connecticut Avenue - Aspen Hill (SP-27);
Georgia Avenue - north (SP-29); Bel Pre Road - east (SP-30); Olney-Laytonsville Road - Olney
West (SP-34); Olney-Sandy Spring Road - Olney East (SP-35); Olney-Sandy Spring Road -
Ashton (SP-37); Georgia Avenue - Brookeville (SP-39); North Bethesda Trail (SP-41); Old
Georgetown Road - Wildwood Shopping Center Path (SP-1); Tuckerman Lane (SP-42);
Grosvenor Connector (SP-43); Strathmore-Grosvenor Metrorail Station connector path (SP-11);
East Jefferson Street (DB-22); Marinelli Road (SP-45); Old Georgetown Road (SP-46); Nebel
Road (DB-13); Nebel Street Extended (SP-47); Rock Spring Connector (SP-48); Westlake Drive
- south (SP-44); Montrose Road/Parkway (SP-50); Gude Drive - east (SP-51); Crabbs Branch
Way (SP-53); Needwood Road (DB-14); Redland Road - west (SP-54); Shady Grove Road - west
{DB-15); Clopper Road/Diamond Avenue (DB-17); Muddy Branch Road (DB-24); Great Seneca
Highway (SP-63); Frederick Road (SP-64; SP-72); Corridor Cities Transitway bike path (SP-66);
Germantown Road (DB-25); Father Hurley Boulevard (SP-68); Observation Drive (SP-69);
MidCounty Highway (SP-70); Middlebrook Road (SP-71); Clarksburg Road (DB-18); Old
Baltimore Road/Newcut Road (DB-26); Watkins Mill Road (DB-27); Woodfield Road - north
(DB-30); Woodfield Road - south (DB-28).
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Table 2-2 from the Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan, Planning Board Draft, May 2004

SP = Shared Use Path (Class 1); BL, = Bike Lanes (Class II); SR = Signed Shared Roadway (Class III);
DB = Dual Bikeway *BLOC = bicycle level of comfort seore for state highways

Route #] 1978 Route | Bikeway Name | Blkeway Limite Plan Reference | Status/ Condition | BLOC {Discusesion
# reference Type Score*

From | To

Bethesda/Chevy Chase/Friendship Heights/Potomac

DB-1 E-10 MacArthur Boulevard DUAL D.C. line Falis Road 1978 MFB; Potomac Existing 8-fool path an Major connection to D.C. and Capital Crescent Trail;
BIKEWAY; (MD189) Subregian west side of road; same facility planning initiated in 2002 lo study bikeway needs.
shared use gaps Need to ident:fy local connector 1o CCT; Potomac

path and btke Subregion Master Ptan recomrends only a shared use
lanes path; bike lanes are new proposal

0a-2 P23-A, P23-B, E- River Road (MD190) DUAL DC line Seneca Road 1978 MPB; Potomac Shared use path exists in F Major route currently used by bicycle commuters and

5 BIKEWAY; (MD112) Subregion segments, other segments recreational cyclists; provides major connection to D.C.
shared use proposed:; shared use from Potomac, North Potomac, Travilab and Damestown;
path and roadway is new proposal adequate shoulder space exists for signed shared
signed shared roadway along majority of road. Short segments of sharad
roadway use path have been constructed by developers on north

side, west af 1-495; Potomac Subregion Master Plan
recommended a shared use path between [-495 and
Seneca Road. New proposals include shared use path
between DC line and 1495, and signed shared roadway
from OC line to Seneca Road

DB-19 E-26,5-40 Falls Road {MD189) DUAL MacArthur Wogtion 1978 MPR; Potomac | Existing 8' path altemates E.F | Major conneciion between Rockville . Rockville Meiro and
BIKEWAY; Beulevard Parkway Subregion between north and south MARC, and C&0 Canat Towpalh; facilily planning initiated
shared yuse side of road, some gaps in 2002 to complete missing segment of bike path,

path and Connects to Rockville's Millennium Trail, papular on-road
signed shared bicycling route
roadway
DB-3 S18-A, 5-18-8, Seven Locks Road DUAL Wooltan MacArhur 1978 MPB; Potomac Existing 5' path on west Major connection from Rockville, Rockville Metre and
P-54 BIKEWAY, Parkway Boulevard Subregion side south of Bradley MARC, to C&0 Canal Towpath; segments of path along
shared use Lane; existing €' sidewalk west side need 'o be upgraded \o B ample shoulder
- path and on west side between space for signed shared roadway or bike lanes between
signed shared Woollon Parkway and Wootton Parkway and Bradley Lane; Potornac Subregion
roadway or Montrose Road ; existing Master Plan recommends onty a shared use path; on-road
bike lanes wide shoulder between bikeway is new proposal; actual bikeway type to be
Meontrose Road and determined during facitity planning

Bradiey Lane, same gaps;
wide putside lane between
Wootlon Parkway and
Montrose Read; other
segmenis proposed

5p-2 P-58 Demacracy Boulevard - Shared use Gainsboroug Qld 1978 MPB; Potomac Proposed, B' sidewalk Connects to Montgomery Mall and Rock Springs Office
East path h Road Gegrgetown Subregion exists in segments Park; also connecls to Falls Road path and Seven Locks
Road Road palh
DB-20 P28 Democracy Boulevard - DUAL Falls Road Gainsborough 1878 MPB; Polomac Proposed, wide shoulder Cannecis io Monigomery Maii and Rock Springs Giice
West BIKEWAY; (MD1BS} Read Subregion exists on both sides, Park; also connects to Falls Road path and Seven Locks
shared use Road path , sufficient right of way exists for dual bikeway
path and alang this road segment
signed shared
roadway

M-NCPPC Draft Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines Page 79



Route #| 1978 Route | Bikeway Name Bikeway Limits Plan Reference | Status/ Condition | BLOC ] Dlscussion
# refarence Type Score”
. From To — .
cB-4 P18 Bradley Baulevard DUAL Persimmon Wisconsin 1978 MPB; Potomac Proposeg E Major connection lo Bethesda CBD, Bethesda Metrorail
{MD191} BIKEWAY; Tree Road Avenue Subregion; Bethescda- stalion, and Capital Crescent Trail; more than ample ROW
shared use (MD355) Chevy Chase exists; bikeable shoulders axist for mast of road between
path and Persimmon Tree Road and Goldsbore Road; Wide outside
signed shared lanes proposed between Goldbora Road and Wisconsin
roadway Aventa
SR-t Bradley Lane Signed shared | Wiscansin  { Brookwille Road | Bethesda-Chevy Chase Modified proposal Part of important on-road connection from Rock Creek
roadway Avenve {MD188) Trail/Beach Drive and downtown Bathesda; previous plans
{MD355) recommended bike Janes which are unlikety due to
inadequate pavemenlt widih and ROW; road should be
widened slightly to alow for wider travel lanes {preferably
14')
BL-1 P-16 Goldsboro Road (MD&14} | Bike lanes MacArthur Bradley Belhesda-Chevy Chase | Proposed; wide shoulder | No score § Significant connection to Bradley Boulevard, Bethesda
Boulevard Boulevard exists nearly entire length CBD and Metrorail, Could be implemenled when road is
{MD191Y repaved and/or resiriped; some gaps in shouiders:
SR-50 Massachusetls Avenue | Signed shared | Goldsbora Districl of New proposal No score | impontant connection to District of Columbia and to the
{MD 39¢6) roadway Road Coumbia Capital Crescent Trail. The road is currently suitable for
on-road bicycling; bike lanes are preferable if and when
road is widened or rebuilt
BL-2 P-44 Wilsen Lane (MD188) - Bike lanes MacArthur Elmore Lane | Bethesda-Chevy Chase Propased E Part of important connection 10 downlown Bethesda and
west ’ Boulevard to lhe C&O Canal. Could be implemented when road is
repaved and/er resiriped
SR-2 P-44, E-23 Wilson Lane (MD188) - | Signed shared | Elmore Lane | Aberdeen Road | Bethesda-Chevy Chase Preposed E Parl of imporant connection lo downtown Bethesda and
. central roadway to the C&0 Canal. Requires only signage
Bl-3 P.dq E-22 Wilson Lane (MD188) - Bike lanes Aberdeen Oid Bethesda-Chevy Chase Proposed E Pari of important connection to downtown Beilhesda and
east Road Georgelown to the C&O Canal. Could be implemented when road is
Road repaved andfor restriped
8L-4 5-5% Westlake Bike Westlake Qid Bethesda-Chevy Chase; Modified progosal Provides important connection between NIH/Medical
TeraceFernwood lanes/signed Drive Georgetown Norih Bethesda-Garrett Center Metro slation and Rock Spring Industrial Park, Also
Road/Green Tree Road shared Road Park pant of conneclion 1o Monlgomeny Mall; adeguate shoulder
roadway space exists for mast of road to accommodalte anon-road
bikeway, actual type {o be determined during facility
- planning; on-street parking would need to be studied
SP-3 North Bethesda Trail-NIH | Shared use Battery Lane | Cedar Lane Bethesda CBD Substandard path exists Provides part of critica link batwaen Norih Bethesda Trail
connector path ' near Battery Lane; other and the Capital Crescent Trail; NIH fence project leaving
segmenls proposed space for county to build the trail; path should avoid rare
forest fragment on NIH property
SP-4 Cedar Lane Shared use Wisconsin Beach Onve Bathesda-Chevy Chase | Subsiandard path exisis Pravides part of critical fink from Rock Creek Trail and
path Avenue east of MD355; path Beach Drive to NIiH/Medical Center Metrorail station as
{MD365) through parkland exists, well as to Morth Bethesda Trail via Wes! Cedar Lane.
segment under 1-495
proposed
Da-21 West Cedar Lane DUAL Otd Wisconsin Bethesda-Chevy Chase proposed Forms part of connection batween Morth Bethesda Trail
: BIKEWAY - Georgetown Avenue and rock Creek Trail, as well as between North Bethesda.
shared use Road {MD355) Trail and NiH/Medieal Center Meirorall station; NIH fence
palh and project leaving space for count h H
. signed shared
roadway
SPs2 Wiscansin Avenue Shared use | Batlery Lane | Cedar Lane Bathesda-Chevy Chase existing No score | Forms parl of connection to the NiH/Medical Center
{MD355)Woodmont path campuses ad Meirorail stalion as well as to downtown
Averue Bethesda
SP-5 Oaklyn Drive/Persimman Shared use MacArthur Falls Road Patormac Subregion Oaklyn Drive ig axisting, Liksty will require additional ROW, tas removal
Tree Road path Boulevard (MO189) Persimmon Tree Road is
proposed
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SR-3 E-21 Jones Bridge Road Signed shared | Wiscensin Jones Mill New propasal Major conneclion between Capital Crescent Trail/Rock
roadway Avenue Road/Capital Creek Trail and NiH/Medical Center Metro Station;
{MD355) Crescent Trail currently signed as a bike route between MD355 and
MiD185; May be impiemenied as pari of Jones Bridge
Road busway {part of Bi-County Transitway)
SR4 Brookville Road (MD186) | Signed shared DC line Woodbine New proposal Mo score | Part of important on-road connection ta Rock Creek Trait
readway Street from Villages of Chevy Chase and Friendship Heights; will
connect to proposed bikeway atong Western Avenue in
D.C.: Requires only signage improvemenis
SP-8 Geargetown Branch Shared use Bethesda Silver Spring | Bethesda-Chevy Chase; Exisling between Major cornection between Belhesda and Stlver Spring; to
Interim Trail (Future path CBD Metrorail Nosth and West Silver Woodmaont Avenue and be implemented as part of Bi-County Transitway
Capital Crescent Trai) station Spring Stewart Avenue, but
surface is temporary
crushed stone
SR-63 Interm Capital Crescent | Signed shared Slewart Second Avenue Facility Plan far the Interim on-road route to get trail users to/from downtown
Trail roadway Avenue Capital Crescent Trail Silver Spring until such time the permanent trail is built as
{2001) part of the Bi-County Transitway. Interim on-road road is
as follows: Stewart Avenue lo Michigan Avenue 1o Talbot
Avenue (o Grace Church Road te Laytonsville Road to
16th Street ta Bridge Street (3rd Avenue) ta Fenwick,
Lare,
SR-5 Woodbine Sireet Signed shared Brookville Beach Dnive New proposal Part of important on-read connection to Rock Creek Trail
roadway Drive fromn Villages of Chevy Chase and Friendship Heights:
{MD1B6) Requirgs only signage improvements
BL-6 5-50, 5-55 Woodmont Avenue Bike lanes Bethesda Baitery Lane New proposal Provides important connections o Bethesda C8D and
Avenue Metrorail, NiH, Medical Canter Metrorail, and Capital
Crescent Trall; also forms part of important cannection
between Nerih Bethesda Traii and Capiial Crescent Traik;
improvements may prove difficult due to traffic issues
SR6 Battery Lane Signed shared Old Baitery Lane New proposal Parl of important alternative cannection from MiH campus
roadway Georgetown Urban Park and North Bethesda Traii to Capital Crescent Trail.
Road )
SR-7 Exeter Road/Glenbrook | Signed shared Bethesda Norfolk Avenue Bethesda-CBD Proposed Part of imporiant alternative cornection from NIH campus
Road readway Avenue and North Bethesda Trail to Capital Crescent Trail;
N Redquires only signage impgrovements
SR.8 Edgemaoor Lane signed shared | Exeter Road | Metso stalion Bethesda CBD Proposed Provides ditect conneclion 10 Bethesda Metrorall station;
roadway/bike bike lanes from Arington Road to Metrorail station, shared
‘anas roadway between Arlington Road and Exeter Road
BL-7" Elm Street Bike lanes Exeter Road Wisconsin Bethesda CBD Propased Provides direct connection o Bethesda Metrorail station
Avenue
{MD355)
SR-9 Bethesda Avenue Signed shared | Exeler Road Woodmaont Beihesda CBD Proposad Important connection o Capital Crescent Trail and par of
oadway Avenue imporiant carnect 1o Bethesda Melrorail station; Requires
only signage improvements
5R-10 NIH-CCT connector Signed shared Capstal NIH Campus new proposal Part of alternative connection from NIH and North
afternative roadway Crescent Bethesda Trail to Capital Crescent Trail to bypass
Trail Bethesda CBD; Battery Lane Urban Park to Baltery Lane
to Glenbrook Road lo Litle Falls Parcway
SR-1t NIH-Georgetown Branch | Signed shared | Gecrgetown | Baltery Lane Belhesda CBD Proposed Part of connection between NiH campus and Georgelown
Trail connector roadway/bike | Branch Trail Utban Park Branch Trail, as well 25 1o B8-CC High School; Batiery
lanes Lane Urban Park to Norfolk Avenue to Cheltenham Drive
to Tilbury Street to Sleaford Road lo Pearl Streel; mostly
signed shared roadway, but portions of route may be bike
lanes per Bethesda CBD sector plan
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SP-7 Westem Avenue Shared use River Road Chevy Chase ] Friendship Heights CBD Proposed Praovides direct connection to Friendship Heights Metrorail
path Circle - slalion; may be widened sidewatk
BL-B Willard Avenue - bike Bike lanes Willard Wiscansin Friendship Heights CBD propased Provides near direct connection to Friendship Heights
lanes Avenue Park Avenue Metrorail station
(MD355)
SR-12 Willard Avenue/Saratoga | Signed shared | River Road Park Avenue new proposal Provides on-road connection between River Road
Avenue roadway bikeway and Willard Avenue bike lanes; Requires only
signage improvements
sp8 Wisconsin Avenus Shared useé | Bradiey Lane | Oiiver Lane Friendship Heights CBD praposed F Major conneclion between Bethesda and Friendship
{MD355) path Heights CBDs.
SR-16 Beach Drive Signed shared D.C.line Garret! Park 1993 Parks, Recreation Propased Beach Drive consisls of iwo segments; 1) D.C. ling to
roadway Road and Open Space East-West Highway, and 2} Stoneybrook Drive lo Garrett
{PROS) plan, CIP Park Road. The road is owned and maintained by M-
project 968741 NCPPC. It serves as both an important commuter route on
weekdays as well as recrealional route on weekends, Il is
among the most popular bicyeling routes in the county.
. Provides good connection o Gresvenor Metrorail station
as well as Medical Center Metrorail station and Bethesda
CBD (via Cedar Lane); at least 4' shoulders should be
provided along entire langth of road to improve safety of
both cyclists and motorists: Implementation by M-NCPPC
SR-28 Jones Mill Road Signed shared | Easl-Wast Stoneybrook | Bethesda-Chevy Chase Propased Impartant connection between two segments of Baach
roadway Highway Drive Drive; pravides connection to Capital Crescent Trail, Rock
(MD410) Creek Trail and to bikeway along Jones Bridge Road; a
popular route for bicyelists. Adequate right of way exists
for bikeabte shoulders when road is widened or
recanstrucled.
SP-76 American Legion Bridge Shared use MacArthur Fairfax County new propesal Provides rare connection across the Potormac River; to be
path - path Boutevard line provided by SHA iiiwhen bridge geis a new deck;
conmnection to Fairfax County bikeway system requires
further study
Silver Spring/Takoma Park
SP-g P-15 Eas! Wesi Highway Shared use Rock Creek | Colesville Road | North and Wes! Sitver Existing F Provides important connection to downtown Silver Spring
{MD410) path {MD3B4}) Spring and to the Silver Spring Metro and MARC stations.
SP-10 Wayne Avenue Green Shared use | Spnng Street Siiga Creek Easl Silver Spring; Silver Proposed 8' path with Serves as a significant conneclion to Slige Creek Trail,
Trailf2nd Avenue path Trail Spring CBD adjoining 5' sidewalk MBT, Silver Spring CBD and Silver Spring Metrorail and
MARC stations; capital project underway in 2003
SR-49 2] Pinay Branch Road Signed shared D.C. tine Hew Takoma Park Modified proposat F Significant connections ta Sligo Creek Trail, Metropolitan
{MD32G} roadway Harnpshire Brarich Trail and Takoma Metrorail station; Takoma Park
Avenue plan recommended shared use path which is unlikely due
N (MDB50) 10 space constraints. Adequate pavement width exists for
shareq roadway only for most of road; City requests SHA
“bicycle areas” (see page 24 of plan)
BL-10Q P-48 Carroll Avenue (MD195) Bike lanes D.C. line Piney Branch TFakoma Park Modified proposal Mo Store | Major cannections to downtown Takoma Park,
Road (MD320) Metropolilan Branch Trail and Sligo Creek Trail; Takoma
Park Master Plan recommends a shared use path, which
is unlikely due to space constraints. Also connects to
proposed bike lanes in District
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SR-51 Sligo Creek-Takoma Signed shared | Sligo Creek Takoma Takorma Park Proposed Framework route in Takoma Park Master Plan. Provides
Metrorail Connecior roactway Trail Metrorail imporiant conneclion between a reglonal trail and the
Station/D.C. Metrorail system, Also connects the Sligo Creek Trail with
fine the Metropoinan Branch Trail. Route travels slong Maple
Avenue and Cedar Avenue
SR-13 E-1%. P-50 Franklin Avenue Signed shared | Sligo Creek Northwest East Silver Spring Proposed Provides connection between two Countywide Park trais;
roadway Trail Branch Park Requires onty signage improvements
boundary
nB-5 University Boulevard DULAL Georgia P.G. County East Silver Spring Proposed £ Shared use path both sides from P.G. ling to 1-455, shar
(MD193) BIKEWAY Avenue line use path west side I-495 to MD9?, shared roadway enure
shared use {MD97) tength; shared use path to be implemented as par of
path and sireetscape improvements; SHA will re-stripe the road to
signed shared provide informat “bicycle areas” on both sides
roadway
SR-14 Sligo Creek Parkway Signed shared New University Proposed Portions of Sligo Parkway already feature a shoulder en
roadway Hampshire Boulevard one side, At least 4' shoutders should be provided en both
Avenue {(MD193) sides of entire Jenglh of road to improve safety of both
{MDB50) cyclists ard motorist. Implementation by M-NCPPC
SR-52 Foresi Glen-Silver Spring | Signed shared | Forest Glen Spring Street North and West Silver Proposed Same as Bike route 12 in North and West Silver spring
CBD connector roadway Road Spring Master Plan. Provides important connection toffrem Forest
Glen Metrorail Station from south of 1-495. Also provides a
connection between Forest Glen Metrorait Station and
downtown Silver Spring. Connection refies on completion
of Forest Glen Pedestrian Bridge project
SR-15 Stigo Creek Trail-Silver | Signed shared | Silver Sp Sligo Creek NIA New proposal Same as Bikes rovies 11 and 14 in Norih and West Siiver
Spring Metroraif roadway Metrorail Trail Spring Master Plan. Route travels along Columbia
connector Station Boulevard and Woodland Drive
DB-6 MD384/Colesville Road AL 16th Street Easi-West Silver Spring CBD Shared Lise Path proposed | No Score | Provides impartant connection lo Silver Spring Metro
connector to Silver Spring | BIKEWAY: Highway in Sitver Spring CBD plan: Slation from Rack Creek Park via proposed signed shared
Metra Station signed shared (MD410) sianed shared roadway is roadway along North Porlal Drive in D.C.; signed shared
roadway and new proposal roadway coutd be implemented by simply installing signs
shared use
- path
8P.12 Metropatitan Branch Trail Shared use D.C. line Silver Spring | Silver Spring CBO; North | Proposed: porlions in City Forms part of major conneclion between Silver Spring and
path Metrorail and West Silver Spring; of Takoma Park and Takoma Park and south inlo the District to Union Station.
staticn East Silver Spring; Montgemery College
Takoma Park carnpus are con‘plete
Kensington/Wheaton
SR-17 E-17, P-64 Conneclicuyt Avenue Signed shared | Kensington Matthew New proposal F Matihew Henson Trail to Brightview Sireet along MD185
(MD185) comdor roadway and Parkway Henson Trail service roads; provide wide sidewalk along norih side of
wide sidewalks M85 io Adarms; cross MO 185 io Mapieview Drive io
Newport Mill Road to Lexington to Dugoni te Nash 1o
Plyers Mill Road to wide sidewalk along east side of
MD 185 over CSX to Howard Avenue lo Kensinglon
Parkway
SR-18 P-db Knowies/ Strathmare | Signed shared | Wiscansin Gonnecticut | North Bethesda-Garretl Proposed E | Provides imporant corneclion to Grosvenor Meiromai
Avenue (MD547) roadway Avenue Avenue Park station and Beach Drive/Rock Creek Trail; part of route
{MD355) {MD1B5}) may be along neighborhocd streets in Town of Garrett
Park; Requires only signage improvements
SR-54 Cedar Lane/Summii Signed shared | Baach Drive Plyers Mill Kensington-Wheaton Proposed Serves as an important on-road connection from Town of
Avenye roadway Road Kensington ta NIH and Bethesda.
M-NCPPC Draft Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines
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SR-19 Geargia Avenue (MD97} { Signed shared | Farest Glen | Wheaion Metro New proposal F This segment is a major missing gap in Ihe countywide
roadway Road station bikeway network, may be candidate for "bicycle areas”. a
new SHA policy (see Appendix D), 1978 MPB
recorvmended roule along neighborhood streets via
- Amherst Avenue (SR-20 in this plan)
SR-20 P61 Georgia Avenue aliemnate | Signed shared Randolph Forest Glen | Forest Glen Seclor Plan; Proposed Connects three Metrorail stations and the Wheaton CBD.
roadway Road Road Kensington/wheaton Randolph lo Reedie Drive via Grandview Avenue; cross
MD97 wia Reedie Drive; Reedie Drive 1o Fores! Glen Road
via Amherst Avenue lo Dennis Avenue ta Medical Park
Drive to Woodland Drive (through Getly Park) to Forest
Gilen; Mostly just requires some signage improvements
SP-77 Amhersl Avenue/Siigo Shared use Amherst Sligo Creek Shared use path is Provides important connection between Slige Creek Trail
Creek Trait connector path/signed Avenue Trail existing; signed shared and downlown Wheaton; route uses part of Blueridge
shared roadway is proposed Avenue
roadway
SR-21 Veirs Mill Road (MD586) | Signed shared Matthew Georgia New proposal EF Need to provide continuous connection from Rockville to
alternative roadway Henson Trail | Avenue (MD97} Wheaton CBD; Twinbrook Parkway to MHT on shoulder or
bike tanes; MHT to Sampson Road via Selfridge Read;
Sampson Road to Newport Mill Road via existing sidewalk
along MDSBE to Gail Street lo College View Drive. Crass
MD586 al Newport Mill Road. Newport to Grandview
Avenue via Dawson Avenue to Galt Avenue ta Fenimore
Road lo Kensington Boulevard; requires coordination with
Bus Rapid Transit proposal for MD 586. .
SP-13 P& Forest Glen Road - Shared use Belvedere Sligo Creek Forest Glen Sector Plan | Proposed for shared use Irmpottant connection to Forest Glen Metrarail staticn; wilt
central path Place Trail path along south side require removit of on-street parking on south side
between Stiga Creek Trail
and MD97; and on north
side from MD97 to
Belvedere Place
SR-22 P-6 Forest Glen Road Signed shared | Seminary Belvedere Forest Glen Sector Plan Praposed b. Forms part of imporiam connection from Rock Creek Frad
(MD192) - wesl roadway Road Place 1o Forest Glen Metrorail station; Requires only signage
improvements .
SR-23 - P-6 Forest Gien Road - east | Signed shared Sligo Bruneti Avenue NIA New proposal Pant of important connection 1o Farest Glen Metrorail
roadway Parkway : siation from the US 29 corridor: Requires only signage
improvements
5P-14 Rock Craek Trail-Farest Shareduse | Stoneybrook | Seminary Road [ Forest Glen Sector Plan Propased Forms part of important connection from Rock Creek Trail
Glen Melro conneclor path Road to Forest Glen Metrorail station; Palh may prove difficult io
implement due to steep slopes and possible forest
impacts, needs further study
SR-24 Plyers Mill Road Signed shared | Rock Creek Georgia New proposal Part of connection from Kensington to Wheaton CBD and
roadway Park/Trail | Avenue (MD9T7) Metrorail as well as between Rock Creek Park/Trail and
Kensington MARC. Requires bicycle and pedestrian
safely improvements al Connecticut Avenue, A
- connection to Kensington MARC would be provided via
Saint Paul Streel and the redevelopment of the cement
plant property along Metropolitan Avenue
SR-55 Piyers Mill Road - Sligo | Signed shared | Plyers Mill University Kensington-Whealon New proposal IdentHies Brunswick Avenue and Dennis Avenue as
Creek connector roadway Road Boulevard signed shared roadways. Serves as important conneclion
between Sligo Creek Trail and the Town of Kensington
and points west,
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SR-25 P-5 Westfield Shopping Town | Signed shared | Plyers Mill | Mall Ring Road Wheaton CBD Proposed Piyers Mill Road to Brunswick Avenue to Kimberly Street
cannector readway Road to Torrance Sireet ta Mall Ring Reoad; part of cannection
from Kensington 1o Wheaton CBD and Metrorait; Requires
aniy signage improvements
SR-26 Westfield Shopping Town | Signed shared Torrance Reedie Drive Wheaton CBD Proposed Part of connection from Kensington to Wheaton CBD and
Mall Ring Road roadway Streel Metrorail; will require agreement with Westfield
Corporation; may uMimately become 8 shared use
path/wide sidewalk as part of mall redevelopment
SR-27 Reedie Drive Signed shared Mall Ring MDS7 Wheaton CBD Propeosed Part of connection from Kensington to Wheaton CBD and
roadway Road Melrorail; Requires anly signage improvements
SR-29 P-13 Kensington Parkway Signed shared | Jones Bridge Howard New proposal Impartant connection to Rock Creek Trail and Beach Crive
roadway Road Avenue from Town of Kensington; pravides a good alternative
raule to Connecticut Avenue; connects to bikeway on
Jones Bridge Road: Requires only signage improvements;
. connection to Georgetown Branch Trail via Jones Bridge
Road .
Emantmnces f'massvies
EaDICIIf Ui
08-7 P-7 New Hampshire Avenue DUAL D.C. kne Lockwood Easl Siver Spring, While Modified proposal F Implementation north of 1-495 will require land acquisition
(MDB50) - BIKEWAY; Drive Oak or easements for shared use path and redesign of
. Hillendale/Takoma Park shared use ropdway (restriping to make outer lane wideryto
path and accommodate shared roadway; White Qak Master Plan
shared recommands path or shared roadway, Lhis plan
roadway recommends both; portion south of 1-495 prevides access
to mostly local destinations, but connects 1o Slige Creek
Trail, to bikeway along Piney Branch Road and lo 8
praposed shared use path in the District of Colisnbia; to
be implemented as part of streetscape improverents by
developers; gaps to be cornpleted by county; SHA atso
should consider re-siriping the road ta provide informal
"bicycle areas” on bolh sides (See Appendix D)
SR-30 |~ Mew Hampshire Avenue | Signed shared Lockwood | Randolph Road White Oak Proposed F Candidate road tor SHA "bicycle areas” {see appendix O);
{MD650)- While Oak roadway Drive to be imptemented when road is restriped or repaved
BL-t1 New Hampshire Avenue Bike lanes Randolph Spencerville White Gak/Cloverly Existing from Randoiph E Connects numerous countywide bikeways, forms part of
(MDE50) - Calesville Read Road {(MC198) Roac o Cape May Road; link along tength of MDES0
otherwise proposed
DB-8 New Hampshire Avenue DUAL Spencerville Ednor Road Cloverly Shared use path is E Bike lanes to be implemented with future road
{MDB50) - Ednor BIKEWAY; Road existing, bike lanes are improvements
shared use {MD198) proposed
path and hike
lanes .
5P-15 New Hampshire Avenue Shared use Ednor Road Qlney-Sandy Sandy Spring/Ashton Proposed E Shared use path to be implemented with future road
{MD650) - Ashtan path Spring Road improvements
(MD108)
DB-9 Columbia Pike (US29) - DUAL New Spencervilie Fairland/White Oak Proposed No score { US29 Commuter Bikeway, signed shared roadway enlire
North BIKEWAY; Hampshire | Road (MD198} length on US2% (Shoulder) and signed shared roadways
shared use Avenue/ along local streets and shared use paths as aliernative
path and Leckwood connection; signed shared roadway extends to Howard
shared Drive County line along shoulder of the new US29 alignment
Toadway
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DB-10 Lockwood Drive DUAL Columbia New White Qak Proposed Forms part of the US29 Commuter Bikeway, connection 1o
BIKEWAY; Pike (US29} Hampshire Silver Spring; White Oak Master Plan recommends either
shared use Avenue shared use palh or bike lanes

path and {MD650)

signed shared
roadway
SR-31 P& Columbia Pike (US29) - | Signed shared Lockwood | Wayne Avenue N/A New proposal Cnitical connection for eastern part of county, one of few
South roadway Drive crossings of Northwest Branch. Roule is U529 fo

Eastwood Avenue along 6-8' sidewalk on west side (o be
provided with US29 improvements. Eastwood Drive
shared roadway 10 Soulhwood Avenue shared roadway.
Through Narth Four Corners Park along shared path,
Ceoss University Boulevard lo Brunett Avenue shared
roadway. Brunelt Avenue shared roadway to Sligo Creek
Trail. Sligo Creek Trail to Wayne Avenue Green Trail via
Ellsworth Drive and Cedac Street. Mostly just requires
signage improvements; Segment in North Four Corers
Park should remain on the upstream side of the existing
roadidriveway

BL-12 E-& Old Columbia Pike Bike lanes Tech Road Spencervilie Fairland Existing, but needs Connects to major employment area; facility planning

: Road (MD198) improvernents underway in 2003 to improve bike lanes
SP-16 E-8 East Randoiph Road - Shared use | Painl Branch Prince Fairtand Existing path or wide Connecfs Prince George's County hikeway network with
Cherry Hill Roan path Trail George's sidewalk, may be some Mantgomery County's
County line gaps
5P-17 E-8 Randolph Road - Shared use Kemp Mill | Fairland Roadq White Oak Existing In segrments, Provides connection (o Paint Branch Trail
Colesville path Road moslly wide sidewalks
BL-13 Fairand Road - west Bike lanes Randolph Columbia Pike Faldand/White Oak Existing wide shoulders, Good connections to other bikeways, but not to transit or
Road {(Us29) not marked or signed activity cenlers
5P-18 Fairfand Road - east Shared use Columbia Prince Fairland/White Qak Proposed Good connections to other bikeways, bul not to transit or
path Pike (US29) George's aclivity centers; Gonnects Prince Gearge's Caunty
County line bikeway network with Monigomery Counly's
BL-14 - E-1 Briggs Chaney Road - Bike ianes New 0Old Cotumbia Fairland/Clovesty Existing wide shoulder, not Segments of shared use paths near MD650 and Oid
west Hampshire Pike marked or signed Columbia Pike as well
Avenue
SP-19 Briggs Chaney Road - Shared use | Gid Coiumbia Prince Fairland/Cloveriy Proposed Connects Prince George's County bikeway netwark with
east path Pike George's Montgomery County's
County line .
SR-56 Good Hope Road Signed shared New Briggs Chaney Cloverly Proposed Provides an important link between two major countywide
rcadway Hampshire Road bikeways
Avenue (MD
650)
5P-20 Spencerville Road Shared use | Old Columbia Prince Fairtand Proposed No score: | Part of major easl-wesl connection, but does net directly
(MD198) - Fartand path Pikg George's connect la any major destination
Caurty line
SP-21 P.39 MD198/MD28 shared use |  Shared use Layhill Road | Old Columbia Cloveriy/Fairland Existing from Layhill Road E Major east-west connection in northeast part of county,
path palh Pike lo New Hampshire but dees not directty connect to any major destination
Avenue; otherwise
proposed
SP.22 Robey Road Shared use Briggs Greencastle Fairand Existing Forms part of impontant connection to Fairdand Regional
path Chaney Road Park
Road
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SP-23 Greencasile Road - east Shared use Robey Road Prince Fairland Proposed Connects to proposed shared use path along Prince
path George's George's County portion of the road
County line
DB-11 Greencastle Road - west DUAL Columbia Robey Road Fairdand Extsling Provides coennection from US29 Commuter Bikeway to
BIKEWAY; Pike (US29) Fairland Regional Park
shared use
path and bike
\anes
Midcounty
SP-24 Glenalten Avenue Shared use Randolph | Kemp Milt Road New proposal Provides important connection from Northwest Branch and
path Road Wheaton Regional Park lo Glenmont Metrorail station; will
be difficult to implement due lo steep terrain and drainage
issues.; MNCPPC owns mast of the land required for the
path.
SP.25 E-8 Randelph Road - west Shared use Rockville Parklawn Drive | Kensington-wheatan; Existing, bul in poor Part of one of anly a few east-wesl crpss-county
gath Pike North Bethesda-Garrett condition connectors
{MD355) Park
BL-15 P-55 Randalph Road - central Bike lanes Parkdawn Veirs Mill Road | Kensinglon-Wheaton; Proposed Part of one of only a few east-west cross-county
: Drive (MD5B6) North Bethesda-Garrett connectors; o be implemented as pact of fulure roadway
Park of sireetscape improvements
SP-26 P.55 Randolph Road - east Shared use Veirs Milt Kerrp Mill Kensington-wWheaton Medified proposal Part of one of only a few east-west cross-county
path Road Road/ connectors
{MDS8E) Morthwast
Branch Trail
SR.32 Aspen Hill Road Sigred shared Veirs Mill Connecticut New proposal Provides goed connection to Rack Creek Trail; Requires
roadway Road Avenue only signage improvements
(MD586) (MD185)
BL-16 Veirs Mill Road {MD586) - Bike lanes Twinbrook Matihew Aspen Hill Proposed; extra wide Na score | provides good connection to Rack Creek Trail and
west Parkway Henson Trait shoulder currently exists Matihew Henson Trai
-
sp-27 E-17 Connecticut Avenue Shared use | Bel Pre Road Matthew Aspen Hift Parlly existing. mostly F Provides connection 1o Matthew Henson Trail
(MC185) - Aspen Hill path Henson Trail proposed
OB-i2 5-46 Morbeck Road (MD28) DUAL Georgia Layhiii Road Olney; Claverly Proposed No score | Part of important ergss-county connection between
BIKEWAY; Avenue Rockville and Burtonsville; intersects with numergus
shared use (MDS7} countywide bikeways and Jocal bikeways; will be provided
path and as part of planined roadway improvements
signed shared
roadway {wide
curb lanes}
BL-35 Muncaster Mill Roag Bike lanes Woodfield Georgia Upper Rock Proposed E Important cross-county connection; To be implemented as
{(MD115) Norbeck Road Road Avenue (MD97) Creek/Olnay part of future roadway irprovements by SHA. Route
{MD28) includes short segment of MD28 near MDS7,
5P-29 Geoigia Avenue {MD37) - | Shared use Giney- Glenmoni Aspen Hili New proposaf, part of F Wil be constructed as part of Geargia Avenue Busway
Norih path Laytonsville Metrorail Georgia Avenue Busway
Road station Study
(MD108)
SR-33 5-11 Bel Pre Road - west Signed shared Norbeck Georgia Aspen Hill Proposed Provides gaod access 1o midcounty from east county,
readway Road (MD28) | Avenue (MD37) . including connections to numerous Countywide Bikeways:
requires only signage improvements
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_ From To )
SP-30 S-1 Bel Pre Road - east Shared use Geargia Layhill Roag Aspen Hill Existing, but in poor Provides good access to midcounty from east county,
path Avenue (MD182) condition in places inctuding connections to numerous Countywide Bikeways.
{MDa7)
BL-17 512 Bonifand Road Bike lanes Layhilt Road Good Hope Aspen Hill; Cloverly Existing, bul needs signs Connects MD650 bike lanes with Bel Pre shared use path
{MD182) Road and Layhiii Road bike fanes; requires only signage
improvements
BL-18 5-38 Layhill Road (MD182) Bike lanes Georgia Norbeck Road Aspen Hilt Exisling between EF Majer connection to Glenmont Metrorail station;
Avenue (MD28) Wintergate Drive and connections to several Countywide Bikeways
{MD97) MDS7; proposed between
MD28 and Wintergale
Drive
5P-31 Ednor Road/Layhill Road Shared usa Norbetk New Aspen Hill; Olney, Exists along Mampshire E Provides conneclion to several Countywide Bikeways; wil
{MD 182) path Road (MD28) | Hampshire Ciloverly Greens property only be implernented as part of futire roadway improvements,
Avenye by developers and/or as independent CIP project
(MD650) E
SR-34 Parkland Drive/ Signed shared Veirs Mill Bel Pre Road Aspen Hill Proposed Part of alternative route along Cannecticul Avenue;
Chesterfield Road roadway Road provides connection to Rock Creek Trail; Requires only
{MDS86) signage improvements
SR-35 Bauer Drive/ Heathfield | Signed shared Norbeck Georgia Aspen Hill Proposed Important connection between MD28 and MD97; Requires
Road roadway Road {(MD28) | Avenue (MD97) only signage improvements )
SP.32 Emory Lane Shared use Muncaster Georgia Otney Existing, excepl for Gap to be complated when Emoary Read is realigned;
path Mill Road | Avenue (MD37) missing 800" gap forms part of altemnative park trail route (o avoid sensitive
{MD115) connecting to MD115 environmendal resources in the Rock Creek North Branch
BL-19 Hines Road Bike lanes Cashef Road Georgia Qlney Existing Provides neighborhoad cannection ta MDS7
Avenue (MD3T)
5P-33 |. Hines Road-North 8ranch | Shared use | Rock Creek's [ Cashell Road Olney Proposed Important park trail connector; will be required ifwhen
connector path North Branch - Norbeck Country Club is redevetoped
Tra#t
Bi-20 Bowie Mill Road Bike lanes Muncaster Ctnay- Upper Rock Proposed Part of important connecticn from Olney (o Shady Grove
Milt Road Laytonsyille Creek/Olney Metro Station {via Needwood Road); shoulders already
(MD115) Read (MD108) exist in segments
S5P-34 5-68 Olney-Laytonsville Road | Shared use Oiney Mill Georgia Olney Exisling, bolh sides F Impartant local connector to Olney Town Center
{MDi08]) - Oiney Wesi path Road Avenue (MDI7)
§P-35 Olney-Sandy Spring Shared use Georgia Dactor Bird Qlney Existing, both sides F important local connectar to Olney Town Center
Raoad (MD128) - Olney path Avenue Raaa
East (MDS7}
5P-36 Olney-Laytonsville Road Shared use Laytonsville | Olney il Road Olney Proposed F Provides eonnection to Rock Creek Trail systern as well
(MD108) - Laylonsville path Town as to Olney town center via existing shared use path; Will
boundary be implemented incrementally as part of future roadway
improvements, by developers and/or as independent CIP
praject
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SP-37 Olney-Sandy Spring Shared use | Layhill Road | Howard County | Sandy Spring/Ashion Shared use path exists in F Part of connection to Olney and Ashton town centers; Will
Road {MD108} - Ashion path {MD182) line segments, mostly be irmplemented incrementally as part of future roadway
proposed improvernents, by developers and/or as independent CIP
project
S5P-38 Doctor Bird Shared use Layhill Road | Olney-Sandy Qiney BExisting path between No score | Connects Ctney communities with communities i eastern
ReadMNorwood Road path (MD182) Spring Road MD108 and Norwood county; wit be implemented incrementally as par of fulure
{MD162) {MD108}) Road, other segmenms roadway improvements, by developers and/or as
preposed independent CIP project
BL-21 Norwood Road Bike lanes Layhili Road New Cloverly Existing path between Connecls Olney communities with communities in eastern
{MD182} Hampshire MD308 and Norwood county; will be implemenrted as part of future roadway
Avenue Road; praposed path from improvements
(MD650) Norwood Road to MD182;
proposed bike lanes from
MO182 to MDGS0O
SP.30 Georgia Avenue (MD97)- | Shared use | Olney-Sandy Brookeville Olney Proposed, existing in short | No score | Provides good connection from Braokville to Olney
Braokevite path Spring Road Road - segments
{MD108)
BL-22 Georgia Avenue (MDST) - Bike lanes Brookeville | Howard County Olney Mew proposal E Wiit be implemented as part of any fulure roadway
Upcounty Bypass fine improvernents
S5P-40 ICC bike path Shared use 370 Prince 19898 Countywide Park Proposed Will be built iffiwhen ICC is built
. path terminus Gearge's Trails Plan
County line
Rockville and Gaithersburg Vicinity :
SP-41 P-20 North Bethesda Trail shared use Cedar Lane Twinbrook North Bethesda-Garreit 1¢' paih exists between Major connection bebween Reckyille and Bethesda; capital
path; signed Metrarail Pack, Bethesda-Chevy Marinelli Road and project underway in 2003 to compiete most segments, but
shared station Chase Grosvenor Lane, bridges seme gaps will still remain, trail continues north via
roadway/bike over |-485 and |-270 Woodglen Avenue shared roadway, Marinelli Road shared
lanes complete; olher segments use path, MD355 shared use paih, Bou Avenue shared
also exist use path and Chapman Avenue bike tanes to Twinbrook
Metrorail; NBT also includes Fleming Avenue signed
shared roadway and segments of shared use path along
- Beech Avenue, Old Geergetown Road
5R-36 Grosvenor L.ane/Cheshire | Signed shared Oid Rackwile Pike | North Bethesda/Garrett Proposed Pravides important connection to both the North Bethesda
Lane roadway Georgetown (MD255) Park Trail and Grosvenor Metrorai station; could be
Road implemented quickly by sirmply installing signs
SP-1 Qld Georgetawn Road- Shared use Cheshura Demacracy New proposal Fills in a significant gap in countywide bikeway network,
Witdwood Shopping path Lane Boulevard Path lo be provided when shopping center is redevelopad.
Cenler Palh
BL-23 S§72-A,5-72-B Tuckerman Lane Bike lanes or Falls Road Otd Patomac Subregion; Good shoulder exists for Part of major connection fo Grosvenor Metroralt station;
shared Geargetown Norih Bethesda-Chevy most of road connects to many olher countywide bikeways, including
roadway Road Chase Femwood and Seven Locks; signed shared roadway
could be implemented quickly with only signage
sp42 572-A, 5-72-8 Fuckesrnan Lane Shared use Old Rockville Pike | North Bethesda.Chevy | 8'sidewalk on north side Major connection 1o Grosvenor Metrorail stalion; connects
path Georgetown {MD355) Chase mostly complele, some to North Bethesda Trail; candidate road for "road diet” ip
Road Qaps accommodale bike Ianes or wide outside lane (see page
28 for explanation)
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5P-43 P-14 Grosvenar Conneclor Shared use Beach Drive | Metrostation | Naorth Bethesda-Garrehi Proposed Shared use path or wide sidewalk from Beach Drive to
path Park Grosvenor Metro station via MD35S jughandle at
Grosvenor Lane and east side of MD355 up 1o Tuckerman
Lane
SP-11 Strathmare-Grosvenor Shared use Strathmore Tuckerran North Bethesda-Garrety Existing Provides only cannection to the Metrorail Station from the
Meirorail Station path Avenue Lane Park north
connpeclor palh
SR-57 Beach Drive-Grosvenor { Signed shared | Beach Drive Tuckerman New proposal Connection to Grosvenar Metrorail Station from
Metrorail connector roadway Lane Kensington via Parkside community. Weymouth Strest to
Montrose Avenue to Tuckerman Lane. Wiilizes pedestrian
connection between Town of Garrett Park and Parkside
community.
BL-24 Tilden Lane Bike lanes Hounds Way | Nicholson Lane { Norh 8ethesda-Garrelt Proposed Provides connection ta White Flint Metrorail Station and
Park North Bethesda Trail; adequate road space exisis for both
bike lanes and on-street parking
BL-25 Executive Boulevard Bike tanes Woodglen | Montrose Road | North Bethesda-Garrett Propased Provides important connection to both the Morth Bethesda
Rgad/Norh Park Trail and White Flint Metrorail slation; can be imgplemented
Belhesda when road is repaved and/or restriped
Trait
0B-22 East Jefferson Streel DUAL Montrose Rollins Avenue | Norih Bethesda-Garrelt Proposed Provides impartant connection 1o both the Norlh Bethesda
BIKEWAY - Road Park Trail and White Flint Metrorail station; also provides
shared use connection to Rockville bikeway system from the south
path and
signed shared
roadway
SP-45 Marinelli Road Shared use Execulive Nebe! Street North Bethesda-Gamett Existing Important connection to White Flinl Metrorail siation and
path Boutevard Park the future "North Bethesda Town Center”
5P-46 Ole Georgetown Road Shared use Rockville Nebel Street | North Bethesda-Garrett Existing
path Pike
- {MD355)
DB-13 Nebel Street - scuth DrJAL Nicholson Oid North Bethesda-Garrett | Existing shared use path Parl of impartant connection te White Flint Metrorait
BIKEWAY: Lane Georgetown Park * bike lanes are proposed Station and the fulure *North Bethesda Town Center”
bike lanes and Road
shared wse
path
BL-26 Nebel Stree! - north Bike tanes Old Randolph Road | North Bethesda-Garretl Propased Part of imporiant connection to White Flint Metrorail
Georgetown Park Station and the fulure "North Belthesda Town Center”
Road
SP.4T Nebel Sireet extended Shared use Randolph Chapman N/A Proposed To be bulit as part of CIP project # 500005
path Roac Avenue
SR-37 Nicholson Lane Signed shared Qld Nebel Sireet Norh Bethesda-Garrelt Proposed Requires wider outside lravel lane that will be provided
foadway Georgetown Park when road is widened
Road
BL-27 Nicholson Lane/Parklawn Bike lanes Nebel Strept Twinbrook North Belhesda-Garrett Proposed Provides part of connections 1o both White Flint and
Drive Parkway Park Twinbrook Metrorail stations, Requires reduced [ane
widths or wider road lo accommodate the bike lanes.
SR-58 Luxmanor Lane/Road Signed shared | Demucracy Tilden Lane Nerh Bethesda-Garretlt Propased Forms part of a connection between North Bethesda and
roadway Boulevard Park Rock Spring Industrial Park
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SP-48 Rack Spring Conneclor Shared use Raock Spring Tuckerman MNew propasal; exists in {rmportant off-road connection to Rock Spring Industrial
path Driva Lane segments Park. Sidepath along Old Gecrgetown Read, 1-270,
Rackledge Drive
SR-59 Rock Spring Cnive Signed shared Femwood QOid New proposal Provides on-road connectivity to major empioyers in Rock
roadway Road Georgetown Spring Industrial Park, Qutside Lanes should be widened.
Road On-sireet parking should continue to be discouraged,
SR-60 Rockledge Drive Signed shared Fernwood Democracy New proposal Provides on-road connectivity 1o major employers in Rock
roadway Road Boulevard Spring Industria!l Park, Outside Lanes should be widened,
On-street parking shoutd continue to be discouraged.
Reckledge also includes a portion of the Rock Spring
connector (SP-48)
BL-5 Westlake Drive-norh Bike lanes Woestlake Tuckerman Existing Provides connecticns lo Rock Springs Office Park,
Terrace Lane Montgomery Mall, Cabin John Regional Park
SP44 Waesttake Drive-south Shared use Democracy Westlake New proposal; eight-fool Vita! link connecting Democracy Boulevard with Rack
path Boulevard Terrace sidewalks /concrele paths Spring Industrial Park and Cabin John Regional Park
exist on both sides
SP-49 Rockville Pike (MD355) - Shared use | Haipine Road | Veirs Mill Road City of Rockville No scare | Provides important ¢onnection la destinations along
morth path (MDSaSY Rockville Plke inciuding Twanbrook and Rockyille
Norbeck Road Melrorail stations
(MD28)
BL-28 Twinbrook Parkway Bikg lanes Frederick Veirs Mill Road | Morth Belhesda-Garrett Proposed Impaortant connection o Twinbrook Metrorait station. Road
Road {MD588E) Park is very narrow, adequate ROW may not exist; signed
(MD355) shared roadway {wide oulside Jane) should be provided at
2 iR
SP-50 P-12 Montrose Road/Parkway Shared yse Falls Road | Veirs Mill Road | North Bethesda-Garreit Proposed Major conneclion to Nonh Bathesda, retail along MD355
path {MD588} Park; Potormac and Rock C I
Subregion Parkway proj
SP-51 Gude Drive - east Shared use Frederick Norbeck Road | City of Rockville, Upper Existing Part of Médlennium Trail; segment between MD355 and
path Road (MD28) Rock Creek Southlawn should be re-butlt by City in 2003
{MD355)
SP-52 $-46 Nevbeck Road (MD28} - Shared use Gude Drive Avery Road Upper Rock Creek Existing F Provides good connection to Rackville’s Millennivm Trail
west path
SR-38 5-46 Harbeck Road (M028)- | Signed shared | Avery Boad Georgia Aspen Hill Existing senvice road on 3 Provides good connection to Rock Creek Trait and
east roadway Avenue (MDB?) north side from Bauer Rockyille's Millennium Trail. Major gap between Nadine
Drive 10 Nadine Drive, and Drrive and Avery Road
south side from Nadine
Crive to Georgia Avenue
SP-53 Crabbs Branch Way Shared use Gude Drive Shady Grove Shady Grove Sector New proposal Widen wes! side sidewalk to 8. Forms part of direct
path Road Plan (currentty connection 1o Shady Grove Meiro Station from Gude Drive
underway) shared use path
DB-14 P27 Needwood Road DUAL Redland Muncaster Milf Upper Rock Creek, Proposed Forms part of imporiant eonnection to Shady Grove
BIKEWAY; Road Road (MD115) Shady Grove Sector Metrorail station
shared use {currently underway)
path and bike
lanes
BL-29 P-27 Redland Road - aast Bike lanes Needwood | Muncasler Mill new Proposed Provides direct connection to Shady Grove Metrorail
Road Road (MC115} station
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SP.54 P27 Rediand Road - west Shared use | Shady Grove Needwood new Proposed Provides direct conneclion o Shady Grove Metrorad
path Metrorall Road station {propesed signed shared roadway from Metrorail
station station to MD355 as part of future redevelopment)
BL-30 Shady Grove Read - east Bike lanes Frederick Muncaster Mill Shady Grove Sector Proposed Part of a direct route to Shady Grove Metrorail station;
Road Road (MD115) Plan segment between MD115 and Crabbs Branch Way under
{MD355) constructian in spring 2063
DB-15 Shady Grove Read - west DUAL Darnestown | Frederick Road Gaithersburg and Proposed Forms part of imporant connection 1o Shady Grove
BIKEWAY: Road {MD355) Wicinity; City of Rackville Metrorall station; shared use path 1o be implemented by
shared use Rockvitle, bike lanes to be implemented by the county
path and bike
lanes
SP.55 Airpark Road Shared use Muncaster Woodfield Gailhersburg and Exisling Forms part of imporant connection to Shady Grove
path Mill Road | Road (MD124) Vicinity Metrorail slation
(MD115)
BL-31 Fietdcrest Road Bike lanes Woadfield Qlney- Upper Rock Creek Proposed An imporiant link between two countywide bikeways. Few
Road Laylonsville alternatives exisl in this area.
(MD124) | Road (MD108)
DB-23 Piney Meetinghouse DUAL River Road Damestown Potomac Modified proposal Suitable for beth on-road and oH-road facilities; includes
Road/Shady Grove Road | BIKEWAY - (MD190) Road Shady Grove Road extended
extended shared use
psth and
signed shared
roadway
SP.56 Key West Avenue (MD Shared use Damestown Gude Drive Gaithersburg and Existing F Important connection between countywide bikeway
28) path Road Vicinity network and City of Rockville bikeway system,  ~
SP-57 Travilah Road Shared yse River Road Darneslown Gaithersburg and Proposed, but exisis in Connects to two major bikeways and to several local
. path {MD190) Road (MD28) Vicinity; Potormac segments on north side destinations; forms part of altemnative route to C&0 Canat
Subregion {replaced he Muddy Branch Trail recommended in 1998
- CPTP); project underway in 2003
BL-32 Drufief Mill Road Bike lanes Travilah Damestown Gaithersburg and Existing Extra-wide bike lanes, may need lo be redesigned
Road Road (MD28) Vicinity; Polormac
Subregion
5P-58 Quince Qrchard Road Shared use Dufief Mil Damestown Gaithersburg and Exists in segments, mostly Provides direcl connection Lo Gaithersburg
path Reoad Road {MD28) Victnity; Polomac proposed
Subregion
OB-16 Darnestown Road (MD28) DUAL Seneca Road | Greal Senecy Gaithersburg and Shared use palh is E Provides direct connection lo Rackville and ferms part of
- North BIKEWAY: Highway Vicinity planned and exists in connection to Gaithersburg from Poolesville; SHA-
shared use (MD119) segmenis, remaindar in provided 16" wide curb lanes should be striped as bike
path and bike facility planning in 2003; lanes
lanes bike lanes are being
implemented as part of
. SHA improvemenls
SP-59 Damestown Road - south | Shared yse Key West Wootton Gaithershurg and Proposed Forms part of important connection to Cily of Rockville
path Avenue Parkway Viciney and Rockville Metrorail station
(MD28)
SP-60 Long Draft Road Shared use Quince Clopper Road Gaithersburg and Proposed Connects to 2 major bikeways and to City of Gailhersburg
path Orchard (MD117} Vicinity
Road
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0B-17 Ciopper Road/Diamond DUAL Surmmil Clarksburg Gailhersburg and Propased E Provides direct connection to City of Gaithersburg as well
Avenue (MD117) BIKEWAY; Avenue Road (MD121} Vicinity; City of as o several MARC slalions; Improvements by SHA
shared use Gaithersburg underway in 2003 for improvements within Gaithersburg
path and city limits
signed shared
Toadway
0B-29 Goshen Road DUAL Cdendhal Warfield Road N/A New proposal Currently in facility planning {2003/04), project includes
BIKEWAY; Avenue both a shared use path and wide oultside travel lanes to
shared use accommodate signed shared roadway
path and
signed shared
roadway :
DB-24 Muddy Branch Road DUAL Darneslown | Clopper Road Gaithersburg and Existing 8' concrete Provides direct connection to City of Gaithersburg as well
BIKEWAY - | Road {(MD28) (MD117) Vicinily; City of sidewalk in segments, path as an indirect connection to Gaithersburg MARC station;
shared use Gaithersburg narrows in places need to provide consistent-width path for entice roadvay;
path and bike adequate ROW exists for bike lanes when road is widened
lanes or reconstructed in the future
SP-63 5-85 Great Seneca Highway Shared use Damestown Middiebrook Galthersburg and Existing No score | Provides excellent off-road conneclion batween
{MD118) path Road (MD28) Road Victaity; Cily of Germantown and Gaithersburg *
Gaithersburg
SP-64 Frederick Road (MD355) | Shared use Gude Drive Watkins Miil | City of Rockville, City of | Exists in segments, mostly F Provides excefient cannections to downtown Rockville and
path Road Gaithersburg; Shady proposed Gaithersburg; Will be implemented incrementally as part
Grove Saector of future roadway improvements and by devefopers
SPs65 Richter Farm Road Shared use Great Ciopper Road NiA New proposal To be buill incrementally by developers mostly
path Seneca (MD117)
Highway
__(MD119) :
SP.66 Corndor Cities Transitway | Shared use Shady Grove | Frederick Road 1-270/US15 Corridor Proposed, although Connects most of the major employment centers in the |-
bike path path Metrorait {MD355) Study aiready exis!s in segments 270 Corridor norih of Rockville; ts be implementad fully as
Station as part of other bikeways part of CCT project
BL-33 Seneca Road Bika lanes River Raad Darnestown Gaithersburg and Proposed, although portion Connects River Road dual bikeway with uptounty tikeway
{MD150) Road (MD28} Vicinity exists at intersaction f system
Seneca and MD28
-
Germantown & Clarksburg
DB-25 Germaniown Road DUAL Darnestown | Fredenick Road Germaniown Modified proposal; E.F Maijor connection to and through Gemmantown Center
(MDi18) BIKEWAY. Road (MD28} {MD355) segment of path between
shared use Clopper Road (MD117)
path and and Germantown Park
signed shared Road is exisling; other
roadway path segments proposed
or exist only in short
segments; wide ouiside
travel lanes to be provided
when road is widened or
recanstructed
SP-68 Father Hurley Shared use Germanlown Brink Road Germantown Proposed No score | Pravides connection to Germantown Center; segment of
Boulevard/Ridge Road path Road path will be bult as parl of Father Hustey Boutevard
{MD 27} {MD118) extension (project underway in 2003)
SP-69 Ohservation Drive Shared use Germantown | Frederick Road Germantown Segment between MD118 Provides direcl connection through Clarksburg
path Road {MD355) and Liitle Seneca Creek is
(MD118) existing; segment between
Little Seneca Creek and-
MDJSE is proposed
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SP-70 MidCounty Highway Shared usa icC Frederick Road Clarksburg, Propased Major north-side off-road connection; may extend to ICC;
path {MD355) Germantown, Will be built as part of future roadway construction andfor
Gaithersburg and improvemenls
Vicinity
SP-7t Middlebrook Road Shared yse | Father Hurley MidCounty Germaniown Exists in segments, Good connection Lo Germantown Cenler
path Boulevard Highway otherwise proposed
SP-72 Frederick Road (MD355)- | Shared use Watkins Mill Frederick Germaniown Exists in segments, B. Provides excefient connections to downtown Gaithersburg
Upcounty path Road County line otherwise proposed and Clarksburg Town Center; Wil be buill incrementally
as part of future SHA projects as well as by devetopers
DB-18 Clarkeburg Read DUAL Clopper MidCaunty Germaniown Proposed Na score | Provides good connections 1o Clarksburg Town Center,
{MD121¥ Skingtown BIKEWAY; Road Highway Black Hilt Regional Park; path (o be built mastly by
Road shared use (MD117) develapers; shared roadway requires only signage
path and improvements
shared
roadway
DB-26 Old Baltimore Road/New DUAL Clarksburg | Frederick Road Clarksburg Proposed Minor connection to Clarksburg; part of important
Cut Road BIKEWAY, Road (MD355) eannection Lo Black Hill Regional Park
shared use {MD121}
path and
signed shared
roadway
DB-27 Walkins Mill Road DUAL Frederick MidCounty Germantown Proposed: section between Forms part of connection to City of Gaithersburg
BIKEWAY:; Road Highway Seneca Creek and
shared use {MD355) MidCounty Highway is a
path and new proposal
signed shared
roadway
BL-34 Riffleford Road Bike lanes Damestown Germmantown New proposal Important connection to South Germantown Park
Road {(MD28) | Road (MDt18)
5P-75 CCT-Btack Hill connector | Shared use Crystat Rock Black Hith New proposal Cornnects the Corridor Cities Transitway and Germantown
path Drive Regional Park 1o Black Hit! Regionat Park
Agricultural Crescent
5R-39 Ridge Road (MDZ27j Sigred shared [ Brink Road | Howard Counly N/A New proposal No score | Provides connection between Damascus and
roadway line Gemmantown
DB-30 Woodheld Road (MDt24) DUAL Woodlield Ridge Road Damascus New proposal Mosily F, { Forms part of a connection between Darnascus and
-North BIKEWAY; Elementary (MD27) . A B Gailhersburg; consistent with Damascus Master Plan
Signed shared School update currenlly underway
roadway and
shared use
S— path
SR-61 Woodfield Road (MD124) | Signed shared Warfield Wouodfield Damascus F Forms part of a connection between Damascus and
-Ceniral roadway Road Elementary Gaithersburg; primarily passes through farmiand, for
School which on-road accommodation is highly desirable, but a
shared use path is less desirable
DB-28 Woodfield Road {MD 124} DUAL Midcounty Warfield Road | 1978 MPB; Gaithersburg New proposal F Provides important connection te Gaithersburg fram the
- South BIKEWAY: Highway and Vicinity northeast
Signed shared
roadway and
shared use
path
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SR-62 Sundawn Road/Brink Signed shared Frederick DPamascus Olney Modified proposal Provides rare east-west reute in this part of the county,
Road roadway Road (MD | Road {MD 650) connecting Town of Laylonsville with 1-270 comidor and
356} the countywide bikeway network
SR-40 Barneswville Road Signed shared | Clarksburg Beallsville N/A New proposal EF Provides coinection between Barnesville and
(MD117)yBamesville roadway Road Road (MD109) Germaniown; needs shoulder improvements
Road (MD121)
SR-41 Darnestown Road (MD28) | Signed shared | Seneca Road Bealleville X7 New proposat F Provides connection between Poolesville and Countywide
- Poolesville roadway Read (MD109} Bikeway Network; needs shoulder improvements
SR-42 Darnestown Road (MD28) [ Signed shared | Barnesvitie Fredenck N/A New proposal E Connecls proposed bikeway along MD28 in Frederick
- Dickerson roadway Road County line County with Countywide Bikeway Network; needs
shouider improvemenis
SR.43 Laytonsville Road Signed shared New Town of N/A New proposal E Provides parl of connection between Damascus and
{MD108) roadway Hamgshire Laytonsville Olney/Laytensville; needs shoulder improvernents
Averiue
| tvDss0)
SR-44 P-3%, 879 Damascus Road Signed shared | Ridge Road | Sandy Spring- 1978 MPB Proposed E Provides one of only a few east-west connections in upper
(MD10B¥New Hampshire roadway (MD27) Ashton Road part of the county; needs shoulder improvements
Avenue (MD650Q) {MD108})
SR-45 Whites Ferry Road Signed sharaed | Darnasiown Beallsville NiA New proposal E Provides part of connection betwaen Paolesville and the
{MD107) oadway Road {(MD28) | Read (MD10%) Gaitherspurg and Germantown area; needs shoulder
irmprovements
SR-46 Whites Ferry Road - Signed shared | Beallsville Whiles NIA New proposat Provides part of connection between Poolesville and the
Poolesville connecior roadway Road Ferry/Potomac Gaitt ra f
{MD109) River impro ements
SR-47 Beallsville Road (MD109) | Signed shared | Whites Ferry Barnesville N/A - New proposal No score | Provides conneclivity between Poolesville and Bamesville.
roadway Road Road (MD117) Also provides important connection to Barnesville MARC
{MD107) station; needs shoulder improvements

M-NCPPC

Draft Local Area Transportation Review Guidelines
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